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Appendix  A 


MDT  Standards  and  Modifications 


Tables  A-1  and  A-2,  taken  from  the  MDT  Design  Standards  manual,  show  the  standard  slopes 
for  both  rural  and  urban  principal  arterials. 

Table  A-1.  MDT  standard  slope  table  for  rural  principal  arterials. 


Design  Element 

Design  Criteria 

Inslope 

6:1  (with  3.0  m) 

Ditch 

Width 

3.0  m  minimum 

Slope 

20:1  towards  back  slope 

Back  slope:  cut  depth  at  slope 
stake' 

0-1.5m 

5:1 

1.5  m -3.0  m 

Rolling:  4:1 

3.0  m -4.5  m 

Rolling:  3:1 

4.5  m -6.0  m 

Rolling:  2:1 

>6.0m 

1.5:1 

Full  height  at  slope  stake  ^ 

0-3.0m 

6:1 

3.0  m -6.0  m 

4:1 

6.0  m -9.0  m 

3:1 

>9.0m 

2:1 

Cut  slope  (rock)  -  the  back  slope  through  rock  cut  sections  will  be  determined  by  the  geotechnical 
section  based  on  its  field  investigation.  At  a  maximum,  the  back  slope  typically  will  not  exceed 
0.25:1.  For  large  cuts,  benching  of  the  back  slope  may  be  required. 

Fill  slope  (rock)  -  in  rock  fills  over  3.0  m  high,  the  typical  fill  slope  is  1.5:1.  In  rock  fills  greater 
than  or  equal  to  3.0  m,  the  typical  slope  is  6:1. 


Table  A-2.  MDT  standard  slope  table  for  urban  principal  arterials. 


Design 

Element 

2-lane 

Multi-lane 

Curbed 

Uncurbed 

Curbed 

Uncurbed 

Inslope 

N/A 

6:1 

N/A 

6:1 

Ditch 

Width 

N/A 

3.0  m  minimum 

N/A 

3.0  m  minimum 

Slope 

N/A 

20:1  towards  back 
slope 

N/A 

20:1  towards  back 
slope 

Back  slope:  cut 
depth  at  slope 
stake ' 

0-1.5m 

As  flat  as  practical 

5:1 

As  flat  as  practical 

5:1 

1.5  m -3.0  m 

Rolling:  4:1 

3:1 

3.0  m -4.5  m 

Rolling:  3:1 

2:1 

4.5  m -6.0  m 

Rolling:  2:1 

1.5:1 

>6.0m 

1.5:1 

1.5:1 

Full  height  at 
slope  stake  ^ 

0-3.0m 

As  flat  as  practical 

6:1 

As  flat  as  practical 

6:1 

3.0  m -6.0  m 

4:1 

4:1 

6.0  m -9.0  m 

3:1 

3:1 

>9.0m 

2:1 

2:1 

^      Cut  slope  (rock)  -  for  curbed  sections,  see  the  typical  section  figures  in  section  11.7  of  the  MDT  design  manual.  The  back 
slope  through  rock  cut  sections  will  be  determined  by  the  geotechnical  section  based  on  its  field  investigation.  At  a 
maximum,  the  back  slope  typically  will  not  exceed  0.25:1.  For  large  cuts,  benching  of  the  back  slope  may  be  required. 

^    Fill  slope  (rock)  -  for  curbed  sections,  see  the  typical  section  figures  in  section  11.7  of  the  MDT  Design  Manual  in  rock  fills 
over  3.0  m  high,  the  typical  fill  slope  is  1.5:1.  In  rock  fills  greater  than  or  equal  to  3.0  m,  the  typical  slope  is  6:1. 
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Table  A-3  lists  the  areas  between  Dublin  Gulch  Road/Red  Horn  Road  (reference  post  37.1)  and 
Little  Marten  Road/Timber  Lane  Road  (reference  post  46)  where  the  default  MDT  standard 
slopes  have  been  modified  to  a  steeper  slope.  This  applies  to  both  cut  and  fill  slopes.  On  cut 
slopes,  the  MDT-standard  3.0-meter  (10-foot)  flat  bottom  ditch  is  used  in  the  cross  sections. 
This  change  constitutes  a  deviation  from  standards  for  mitigation  of  impacts  to  class  I  and  II 
wetlands,  4(f)  lands,  and  Tribal  trust  lands  dedicated  to  wildlife  habitat  management. 
Approximate  locations  where  commitments  were  made  in  the  preliminary  design  to  steepen 
slopes  are  shown.  These  preliminary  measures  will  be  carried  forward  into  final  design  where  it 
is  determined  to  be  practicable  and  feasible  and  safety  is  not  compromised.  Actual  avoidance 
and  minimization  measures  will  be  determined  during  the  final  design  process  and  may  include 
additional  measures  at  these  locations  as  well  as  at  other  locations. 

Table  A-3.  Locations  of  proposed  slope  modifications  in  the  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan 
improvement  project  preliminary  design. 


Approximate 
Reference  Posts 

Left/Right 

Location 

Modification 

From 

To 

Changed  from 

Changed  to 

37.19 

37.26 

RT  (east) 

Wetlands 

Min.  of6:l 

Min.  of  4:1 

37.24 

37.26 

LT  (west) 

Wetlands 

Min.  of6:l 

Min.  of  4:1 

37.35 

38.08 

LT  (west) 

Wetlands  /  Post  Creek  /  Tribal  Trust  Land 

Min.  of  6:1 

Min.  of  4:1 

37.62 

38.09 

RT  (east) 

Wetlands  /  Post  Creek  /  Tribal  Trust  Land 

Min.  of  6:1 

Min.  of  4:1 

39.53 

42.04 

LT  (west) 

4(f)  /  Ninepipe  Reservoir  /  Wetlands  /  Tribal  Trust  Land 

Min.  of  6:1 

Min.  of  4:1 

39.87 

40.88 

RT  (east) 

4(f)  /  Ninepipe  Reservoir  /  Wedands 

Min.  of  6:1 

Min.  of  4:1 

40.88 

41.13 

RT  (east) 

Ninepipes  Lodge 

Min.  of  6:1 

Wall 

41.67 

41.76 

RT/LT 

4(f)  /  Wedands 

Min.  of  6:1 

Wall 

41.13 

42.04 

RT  (east) 

4(f)  /  Wetlands 

Min.  of  6:1 

Min.  of  4:1 

42.21 

44.05 

RT  (east) 

4(f)  /  Wetlands  /  Tribal  Trust  Land 

Min.  of  6:1 

Min.  of  4:1 

42.46 

42.56 

RT/LT 

4(f)  /  Wetlands 

Min.  of  6:1 

Wall 

42.31 

43.20 

LT  (west) 

4(f) 

Min.  of  6:1 

Min.  of  4:1 

43.31 

43.75 

LT  (west) 

4(f) 

Min.  of  6:1 

Min.  of  4:1 

43.81 

44.20 

LT  (west) 

Crow  Creek  /  Wetlands 

Min.  of  6:1 

Min.  of  4:1 

44.07 

44.20 

RT  (east) 

Crow  Creek  /  Wetlands 

Min.  of  6:1 

Min.  of  4:1 

44.32 

44.56 

LT  (west) 

Tribal  Trust  Land 

Min.  of  6:1 

Min.  of  4:1 
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Cooperating  Agency  Correspondence 


sKiLimas 


~JC0NN0LLY 

Engineers  ■  Surveyors  ■  Contractors 


April  7,  2003 


Jon  Dahlberg,  Area  Manager 

Montana  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation 

Northwestern  Land  Office 

2250  Highway  93  North 

Kalispell,  MT  59901 

Subject:  NH-F  5-l(9)6F 

US  93  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  - 
Ninepipe/Ronan  Segment 
Cooperating  Agency  Request 

Dear  Mr.  Dahlberg: 

This  letter  requests  the  Montana  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation 
(DNRC)  to  be  a  Cooperating  Agency  on  the  above-referenced  road  improvement  project  in 
accordance  with  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  Federal  ffighway  Administration's 
(FHWA's)  regulations  (23  CFR  771.111(d)).  Even  though  your  agency  may  already  be 
involved  with  this  project  as  an  Advisory  Committee  or  Interdisciplinary  Team  Member, 
your  response  in  writing  to  this  request  is  appreciated. 

Skillings-Connolly,  Inc.,  project  consultant,  is  managing  the  project  for  the  Montana 
Department  of  Transportation.  The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT)  has 
proposed  to  improve  US  93  for  a  distance  of  56.3  miles  from  Evaro  to  Poison  at  MT-35.  The 
Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA),  MDT,  and  the  Confederated  Salish  and  Kootenai 
Tribes  (CSKT)  prepared  a  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  and  Section  4(f) 
Evaluation  on  June  17, 1996  to  describe  the  proposed  project,  alternatives,  and  the  social, 
economic,  and  environmental  impacts.  A  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  was  prepared  on  August 
12,  1996,  and  modified  on  February  9,  1998,  which  selected  the  existing  alignment  for 
improvements.  However,  this  ROD  was  unique  in  that  FHWA  deferred  making  a  decision  on 
lane  configurations  until  agreement  was  reached  on  a  number  of  issues  including  design 
features  and  mitigation  measures. 

The  parties  have  since  negotiated  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MO A)  dated  December  20, 
2000.  The  MO  A  lays  out  a  conceptual  lane  configuration,  design  features  and  mitigation 
measures  for  30.8  miles  of  US-93  from  Evaro  to  Red  Horn  Road  /  Dublin  Gulch  Road 
intersection  near  St.  Ignatius  and  for  10.6  miles  of  US-93  from  Spring  Creek  Road  /  Baptiste 
Road  intersection  near  Ronan  to  the  US-93  /  MT-35  intersection  near  Poison. 
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However,  due  to  extensive  environmental  and  cultural  issues,  the  segment  from  the  vicmity 
of  Red  Horn  Road  on  the  south  to  Spring  Creek  Road  on  the  north  was  excepted  out  of  the 
MOA  This  segment,  referred  to  as  the  Ninepipe/Ronan  Segment,  requires  additional 
environmental  studies.  The  parties  agreed  to  prepare  a  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (SEIS)  to  explore  alternative  roadway  alignments  and  to  evaluate  impacts  resultmg 
from  new  circumstances  and  additional  information  relevant  to  environmental  and  cultural 
concerns  for  this  11.2-mile  section  of  US-93. 

A  written  response  to  this  Cooperating  Agency  request  is  needed  for  the  environmental 
documentation  for  this  project.  Statements  on  these  matters  may  result,  if  necessary,  m 
further  inter-agency  coordination  to  avoid  or  minimize  potential  project  impacts.  As  a 
Cooperating  Agency,  DNRC  will  receive  periodic  updates  on  the  progress  of  the  study,  as 
well  as  requests  for  your  participation  in  additional  coordination  meetings.  MDT  will  also 
provide  a  copy  of  the  draft  environmental  document  to  you  for  your  review. 

Please  contact  me  at  SkiUings-ConnoUy,  Inc.  at  (406)  541-7877  if  you  have  any  questions 
about  this  request.  If  no  reply  is  received  within  forty-five  (45)  calendar  days  -  or  by  May  1 , 
2003  -  it  will  be  assumed  that  the  DNRC  has  no  concerns  about  the  proposed  project  and 
does  not  wish  to  be  a  Cooperating  Agency.  Thank  you  for  your  assistance. 

Sincerely, 
SKILLINGS-CONNOLLY,  INC. 


Gerald  Smith,  PE 

Project  Manager  for  US  93  SEIS 

Enclosure 


cc: 


Loran  Frazer,  District  Administrator  -  MDT  District  (No.  1) 

Fred  Bente,  MDT 

Jean  Riley,  MDT  Environmental  Services  Supervisor 

Craig  Genzlinger,  FHWA  Operations  Engineer  -  Native  American  Indian  Coordinator 

Joe  Hovenkotter,  CSKT 
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Engineers  ■  SurvcyoB  ■  Contractors 


April  7,  2003 

Mr.  John  Grant 

Montana  Fish,  WildUfe  &  Parks 
5791  Ninepipe  Road 
Charlo,  MT  59824 


Subject:  NH-F5-1(9)6F 

US  93  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  - 

Ninepipe/Ronan  Segment 

Cooperating  Agency  Request 

Dear  Mr.  Grant: 

This  letter  requests  the  Montana  Fish,  Wildlife  &  Parks  (MFWP)  to  be  a  Cooperating 
Asency  on  the  above-referenced  road  improvement  project  in  accordance  with  the  U  .S^ 
Department  of  Transportation  Federal  Highway  Administration's  (FHWA  s)  regulations  (23 
r.FR  771.111(d)).  Even  though  your  agency  may  already  be  involved  with  this  project  as  an 
Advisory  Committee  or  Interdisciplinary  Team  Member,  your  response  m  wntmg  to  this 
request  is  appreciated. 

Skillings-Connolly,  Inc.,  project  consultant,  is  managing  the  project  for  '^^^^^^ 
Department  of  Transportation.  The  Montana  Department  of  transportation  (^^T)  has 
proposed  to  improve  US  93  for  a  distance  of  56.3  miles  from  Evaro  to  Poison  at  ^^^35. Jhe 
Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA),  MDT,  and  the  Confederated  Sahsh  and  Kootenm 
Tribes  (CSKT)  prepared  a  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  and  Section  4(0 
Evaluation  on  June  17,  1996  to  describe  the  proposed  project,  alternatives,  and  the  social 
economic,  and  environmental  impacts.  ARecord  of  Decision  (ROD)  was  prepared  on  August 
12  1996  and  modified  on  February  9,  1998,  which  selected  the  existmg  alignment  for 
improvements.  However,  this  ROD  was  umque  in  thatFHWA  defeired making  a  decision  on 
lane  configurations  until  agreement  was  reached  on  a  number  of  issues  mcludmg  design 
features  and  mitigation  measures. 

The  parties  have  since  negotiated  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA)  dated  Decernber  20, 
2000  The  MOA  lays  out  a  concepmal  lane  configuration,  design  features  and  mitigation 
measures  for  30.8  miles  of  US-93  from  Evaro  to  Red  Hom  Road  /Dublin  Gulch  Road 
intersection  near  St.  Ignatius  and  for  10.6  miles  of  US-93  from  Spnng  Creek  Road  /  Baptiste 
Road  intersection  near  Ronan  to  the  US-93  /  MT-35  intersection  near  Poison. 
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However,  due  to  extensive  environmental  and  cultural  issues,  the  segment  from  the  vicmity 
of  Red  Horn  Road  on  the  south  to  Spring  Creek  Road  on  the  north  was  excepted  out  of  the 
MOA  This  segment,  referred  to  as  the  Ninepipe/Ronan  Segment,  requires  additional 
environmental  studies.  The  parties  agreed  to  prepare  a  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (SEIS)  to  explore  alternative  roadway  alignments  and  to  evaluate  impacts  resulting 
from  new  circumstances  and  additional  information  relevant  to  environmental  and  cultural 
concerns  for  this  1 1.2-mile  section  of  US-93. 

This  project  will  likely  impact  lands  owned  or  managed  by  MFWP  including  those  protected 
by  Section  4(f)  of  the  1966  Department  of  Transportation  Act  (49  U.S.C.  303)  such  as: 

A.  Parks  and/or  Recreation  Areas; 

B.  WildhfeAVaterf owl  Refuges; 

C.  Sites  included  in  or  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
under  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (16  U.S.C.  470);  and/or 

D.  Lands  managed  as  multiple  use  which  include  recreation  sites,  or  wildlife/waterfowl 
refuges  as  Usted  previously. 

A  written  response  to  this  Cooperating  Agency  request  is  needed  for  the  environmental 
documentation  for  this  project.  Statements  on  these  matters  may  result,  if  necessary,  m 
further  inter-agency  coordination  to  avoid  or  minimize  potential  project  impacts.  As  a 
Cooperating  Agency,  MFWP  will  receive  periodic  updates  on  the  progress  of  the  study,  as 
well  as  requests  for  your  participation  in  additional  coordination  meetings.  MDT  will  also 
provide  a  copy  of  the  draft  environmental  document  to  you  for  your  review. 

Please  contact  me  at  Skillings-Connolly,  Inc.  at  (406)  541-7877  if  you  have  any  questions 
about  this  request.  If  no  reply  is  received  within  forty-five  (45)  calendar  days  -  or  by  May  1 , 
2003  -  it  will  be  assumed  that  the  MFWP  has  no  concerns  about  the  proposed  project  and 
does  not  wish  to  be  a  Cooperating  Agency.  Thank  you  for  your  assistance. 

Sincerely, 
SKILLINGS-CONNOLLY,  INC. 


Gerald  Smith,  PE 

Project  Manager  for  US  93  SEIS 

Enclosure 


cc: 


Loran  Frazer,  District  Administrator  -  MDT  District  (No.  1) 

Fred  Bente,  MDT 

Jean  Riley,  MDT  Environmental  Services  Supervisor 

Craig  Genzlinger,  FHWA  Operations  Engineer  -  Native  American  Indian  Coordinator 

Joe  Hovenkotter,  CSKT 


SKILLINQS 


UcONNOLLY 

Engineers  ■  Sarvcyors  ■  Contractors 


April  7, 2003 

Brent  Esmoil,  Acting  Field  Supervisor 

US  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 

Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  MT  Field  Office 

100  N  Park  Ste  320 

Helena,  MT  59601 

Subject:  NH-F  5-l(9)6F 

US  93  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  - 

Ninepipe/Ronan  Segment 
Cooperating  Agency  Request 

Dear  Mr.  Esmoil: 

This  letter  requests  the  US  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  (USF&WS)  to  be  a  Cooperating  Agency 
on  the  above-referenced  road  improvement  project  in  accordance  with  the  U.S.  Departm^t 
of  Transportation  Federal  Highway  Administration's  (FHWA's)  regulations  (23  CFR 
771  111(d))  Even  though  your  agency  may  already  be  involved  with  this  project  as  an 
Advisory  Committee  or  Interdisciplinary  Team  Member,  your  response  m  wntmg  to  this 
request  is  appreciated. 

SkiUings-ConnoUy,  Inc.,  project  consultant,  is  managing  the  project  for  the  Montana 
Department  of  Transportation.  The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT)  has 
proposed  to  improve  US  93  for  a  distance  of  56.3  miles  from  Evaro  to  Poison  at  MT-35.  The 
Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHW  A),  MDT,  and  the  Confederated  Salish  and  Kootenm 
Tribes  (CSKT)  prepared  a  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  and  Section  4(t) 
Evaluation  on  June  17,  1996  to  describe  the  proposed  project,  alternatives,  and  the  social, 
economic,  and  environmental  impacts.  A  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  was  prepared  on  August 
12  1996  and  modified  on  February  9,  1998,  which  selected  the  existing  alignment  for 
improvements.  However,  this  ROD  was  unique  in  that  FHWA  deferred  making  a  decision  on 
lane  configurations  until  agreement  was  reached  on  a  number  of  issues  including  design 
features  and  mitigation  measures. 

The  parties  have  since  negotiated  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA)  datedDecember  20, 
2000  The  MOA  lays  out  a  conceptual  lane  configuration,  design  feamres  and  mitigation 
measures  for  30.8  miles  of  US-93  from  Evaro  to  Red  Horn  Road  /  Dublin  Gulch  Road 
intersection  near  St.  Ignatius  and  for  10.6  miles  of  US-93  from  Spring  Creek  Road  /  Baptiste 
Road  intersection  near  Ronan  to  the  US-93  /  MT-35  intersection  near  Poison. 
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However  due  to  extensive  environmental  and  cultural  issues,  the  segment  from  the  vicmity 
of  Red  Horn  Road  on  the  south  to  Spring  Creek  Road  on  the  north  was  excepted  out  of  the 
MOA  This  segment,  referred  to  as  the  Ninepipe/Ronan  Segment,  requires  additional 
environmental  studies.  The  parties  agreed  to  prepare  a  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (SETS)  to  explore  alternative  roadway  alignments  and  to  evaluate  impacts  resulting 
from  new  circumstances  and  additional  information  relevant  to  environmental  and  cultural 
concerns  for  this  1 1 .2-mile  section  of  US-93 . 

The  proposed  project  may  impact  USF&WS  resources  including  those  protected  by  Section 
4(f)  of  the  1966  Department  of  Transportation  Act  (49  U.S.C.  303),  such  as  the  following: 

A.  Parks  and/or  Recreation  Areas; 

B.  Wildlife/Waterfowl  Refuges; 

C.  Sites  included  in  or  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
under  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (16  U.S.C.  470);  and/or 

D.  Lands  managed  as  multiple  use  which  include  recreation  sites,  or  wildlife/waterfowl 
refuges  as  listed  previously. 

A  written  response  to  this  Cooperating  Agency  request  is  needed  for  the  environmental 
documentation  for  this  project.  Statements  on  these  matters  may  result,  if  necessary,  m 
further  inter-agency  coordination  to  avoid  or  minimize  potential  project  impacts.  As  a 
Cooperating  Agency,  US  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  will  receive  periodic  updates  on  the 
progress  of  the  study,  as  well  as  requests  for  your  participation  in  additional  coordination 
meetings.  MDT  will  also  provide  a  copy  of  the  draft  environmental  document  to  you  for  your 
review. 

Please  contact  me  at  Skillings-ConnoUy,  Inc.  at  (406)  541-7877  if  you  have  any  questions 
about  this  request.  If  no  reply  is  received  within  forty-five  (45)  calendar  days  -  or  by  May  1, 
2003  -  it  will  be  assumed  that  the  USF&WS  has  no  concerns  about  the  proposed  project  and 
does  not  wish  to  be  a  Cooperating  Agency.  Thank  you  for  your  assistance. 

Sincerely, 
SKILLINGS-CONNOLLY,  INC. 


Gerald  Smith,  PE 

Project  Manager  for  US  93  SEIS 

Enclosure 

cc:        Loran  Frazer,  District  Administrator  -  MDT  District  (No.  1) 

Fred  Bente,  MDT 

Jean  Riley,  MDT  Environmental  Services  Supervisor 


Craig  Genzlinger,  FHWA  Operations  Engineer  -  Native  American  Indian  Coordinator 
Dave  Wiseman,  National  Bison  Range 
Joe  Hovenkotter,  CSKT 
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April  7, 2003 

Mr.  Allan  Steinle,  Montana  Program  Manager 
US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
Helena  Regulatory  Office 
low  15th  St  Ste  2200 
Helena,  MT  59626 

Subject:  NH-F5-1(9)6F 

US  93  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  - 
Ninepipe/Ronan  Segment 
Cooperating  Agency  Request 

Dear  Mr.  Steinle: 

This  letter  requests  the  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (COE)  to  be  a  Cooperating  Agency  on 
the  above-referenced  road  improvement  project  in  accordance  with  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Transportation  Federal  Highway  Administration's  (FHWA's)  regulations  (23  CFR 
771  111(d))  Even  though  your  agency  may  already  be  involved  with  this  project  as  an 
Advisory  Committee  or  Interdisciplinary  Team  Member,  your  response  in  writing  to  this 
request  is  appreciated. 

Skilhngs-Connolly,  Mc,  project  consultant,  is  managing  the  project  for  the  Montana 
Department  of  Transportation.  The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT)  has 
proposed  to  improve  US  93  for  a  distance  of  56.3  miles  from  Evaxo  to  Poison  at  MT-35.  The 
Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA),  MDT,  and  the  Confederated  Salish  and  Kooten^ 
Tribes  (CSKT)  prepared  a  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  and  Section  4(t) 
Evaluation  on  June  17,  1996  to  describe  the  proposed  project,  alternatives,  and  the  social, 
economic,  and  environmental  impacts.  A  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  was  prepared  on  August 
12  1996  and  modified  on  February  9,  1998,  which  selected  the  existing  alignment  for 
improvements.  However,  this  ROD  was  unique  in  that  FHWA  deferred  making  a  decision  on 
lane  configurations  until  agreement  was  reached  on  a  number  of  issues  mcludmg  design 
features  and  mitigation  measures. 

The  parties  have  since  negotiated  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA)  dated  December  20, 
2000  The  MOA  lays  out  a  conceptual  lane  configuration,  design  features  and  mitigation 
measures  for  30.8  miles  of  US-93  from  Evaro  to  Red  Horn  Road  /  Dublin  Gulch  Road 
intersection  near  St.  Ignatius  and  for  10.6  miles  of  US-93  from  Spring  Creek  Road  /  Baptiste 
Road  intersection  near  Ronan  to  the  US-93  /  MT-35  intersection  near  Poison. 
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However,  due  to  extensive  environmental  and  cultural  issues,  the  segment  from  the  vicinity 
of  Red  Horn  Road  on  the  south  to  Spring  Creek  Road  on  the  north  was  excepted  out  of  the 
MOA.  This  segment,  referred  to  as  the  Ninepipe/Ronan  Segment,  requires  additional 
environmental  studies.  The  parties  agreed  to  prepare  a  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (SEIS)  to  explore  altemative  roadway  alignments  and  to  evaluate  impacts  resulting 
from  new  circumstances  and  additional  information  relevant  to  environmental  and  cultural 
concerns  for  this  1 1 .2-mile  section  of  US-93 . 

The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (COE)  has  jurisdiction  by  law  over  all  "waters  of  the 
U.S.",  and  is  requested  to  be  a  Cooperating  Agency  on  this  proposed  project  in  accordance 
with  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  Federal  Highway  Administration's  (FHWA's) 
regulations  23  CFR  77 1 . 1 1 1(d)  and  the  provisions  of  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  (33 
U.S.C.  1251  - 1376,  inclusive). 

A  written  response  to  this  Cooperating  Agency  request  is  needed  for  the  environmental 
documentation  for  this  project.  Statements  on  these  matters  may  result,  if  necessary,  in 
further  inter-agency  coordination  to  avoid  or  minimize  potential  project  impacts.  As  a 
Cooperating  Agency,  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  will  receive  periodic  updates  on  the 
progress  of  the  study,  as  well  as  requests  for  your  participation  in  additional  coordination 
meetings.  MDT  will  also  provide  a  copy  of  the  draft  environmental  document  to  you  for  your 


review. 


Please  contact  me  at  Skillings-Connolly,  Inc.  at  (406)  541-7877  if  you  have  any  questions 
about  this  request.  If  no  reply  is  received  within  forty-five  (45)  calendar  days  -  or  by  May  1 , 
2003  -  it  will  be  assumed  that  the  COE  has  no  concerns  about  the  proposed  project  and  does 
not  wish  to  be  a  Cooperating  Agency.  Thank  you  for  your  assistance. 


Sincerely, 
SKILLINGS-CONNOLLY,  INC. 


Gerald  Smith,  PE 

Project  Manager  for  US  93  SEIS 

Enclosure 

cc:        Loran  Frazer,  District  Administrator  -  MDT  District  (No.  1 ) 

Fred  Bente,  MDT 

Jean  Riley,  MDT  Environmental  Services  Supervisor 

Craig  Genzlinger,  FHWA  Operations  Engineer  -  Native  American  Indian  Coordinator 

Joe  Hovenkotter,  CSKT 
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April  7,  2003 

John  Warden,  Director 

US  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Region  8  Montana  Operations  Office 

low  15th  St  Ste  3200 

Helena,  MT  59626 

Subject:  NH-F  5-l(9)6F 

US  93  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  - 
Ninepipe/Ronan  Segment 
Cooperating  Agency  Request 

Dear  Mr.  Dahlberg: 

This  letter  requests  the  US  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  to  be  a  Cooperating 
Agency  on  the  above-referenced  road  improvement  project  in  accordance  with  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Transportation  Federal  Highway  Administration's  (FHWA's)  regulations  (23 
CFR  771.1 1 1(d)).  Even  though  your  agency  may  already  be  involved  with  this  project  as  an 
Advisory  Committee  or  Interdisciplinary  Team  Member,  your  response  in  writing  to  this 
request  is  appreciated. 

SkilUngs-ConnoUy,  Inc.,  project  consultant,  is  managing  the  project  for  the  Montana 
Department  of  Transportation.  The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT)  has 
proposed  to  improve  US  93  for  a  distance  of  56.3  miles  from  Evaro  to  Poison  at  MT-35.  The 
Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA),  MDT,  and  the  Confederated  Salish  and  Kootenai 
Tribes  (CSKT)  prepared  a  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  and  Section  4(f) 
Evaluation  on  June  17,  1996  to  describe  the  proposed  project,  alternatives,  and  the  social, 
economic,  and  environmental  impacts.  ARecord  of  Decision  (ROD)  was  prepared  on  August 
12  1996,  and  modified  on  February  9,  1998,  which  selected  the  existing  alignment  for 
improvements.  However,  this  ROD  was  unique  in  that  FHWA  deferred  making  a  decision  on 
lane  configurations  until  agreement  was  reached  on  a  number  of  issues  including  design 
features  and  mitigation  measures. 

The  parties  have  since  negotiated  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MO  A)  dated  December  20, 
2000  The  MOA  lays  out  a  conceptual  lane  configuration,  design  features  and  mitigation 
measures  for  30.8  miles  of  US-93  from  Evaro  to  Red  Horn  Road  /  Dublin  Gulch  Road 
intersection  near  St.  Ignatius  and  for  10.6  miles  of  US-93  from  Spring  Creek  Road  /  Baptiste 
Road  intersection  near  Ronan  to  the  US-93  /  MT-35  intersection  near  Poison. 
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However  due  to  extensive  environmental  and  cultural  issues,  the  segment  from  the  vicmity 
of  Red  Horn  Road  on  the  south  to  Spring  Creek  Road  on  the  north  was  excepted  out  of  the 
MOA  This  segment,  referred  to  as  the  Ninepipe/Ronan  Segment,  requires  additional 
environmental  studies.  The  parties  agreed  to  prepare  a  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (SEIS)  to  explore  alternative  roadway  alignments  and  to  evaluate  impacts  resulting 
from  new  circumstances  and  additional  information  relevant  to  environmental  and  cultural 
concems  for  this  11.2-mile  section  of  US-93. 

A  written  response  to  this  Cooperating  Agency  request  is  needed  for  the  environmental 
documentation  for  this  project.  Statements  on  these  matters  may  result,  if  necessary,  m 
further  inter-agency  coordination  to  avoid  or  minimize  potential  project  impacts.  As  a 
Cooperating  Agency,  EPA  will  receive  periodic  updates  on  the  progress  of  the  study,  as  well 
as  requests  for  your  participation  in  additional  coordination  meetings.  MDT  will  also  provide 
a  copy  of  the  draft  environmental  document  to  you  for  your  review. 

Please  contact  me  at  Skillings-Connolly,  Inc.  at  (406)  541-7877  if  you  have  any  questions 
about  this  request.  If  no  reply  is  received  within  forty-five  (45)  calendar  days  -  or  by  May  1 , 
2003  -  it  will  be  assumed  that  the  EPA  has  no  concems  about  the  proposed  project  and  does 
not  wish  to  be  a  Cooperating  Agency.  Thank  you  for  your  assistance. 

Sincerely, 
SKILLINGS-CONNOLLY,  IKC. 


Gerald  Smith,  PE 

Project  Manager  for  US  93  SEIS 

Enclosure 


cc: 


Loran  Frazer,  District  Administrator  -  MDT  District  (No.  1) 

Fred  Bente,  MDT 

Jean  Riley,  MDT  Environmental  Services  Supervisor 

Craig  GenzHnger,  FHWA  Operations  Engineer  -  Native  American  Indian  Coordinator 

Joe  Hovenkotter,  CSKT 
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April  7,  2003 

Stanley  Speaks,  Director 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
911  NE  nth  Ave 
Portland,  OR  97232 

Subject:  NH-F5-1(9)6F 

US  93  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  - 
Ninepipe/Ronan  Segment 
Cooperating  Agency  Request 

Dear  Mr.  Dahlberg: 

This  letter  requests  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA)  to  be  a  Cooperating  Agency  on  the 
above-referenced  road  improvement  project  in  accordance  with  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Transportation  Federal  Highway  Administration's  (FHWA's)  regulations  (23  CFR 
771.111(d)).  Even  though  your  agency  may  akeady  be  involved  with  this  project  as  an 
Advisory  Committee  or  Interdisciplinary  Team  Member,  your  response  in  writing  to  this 
request  is  appreciated. 

Skillings-ConnoUy,  Inc.,  project  consultant,  is  managing  the  project  for  the  Montana 
Department  of  Transportation.  The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT)  has 
proposed  to  improve  US  93  for  a  distance  of  56.3  miles  from  Evaro  to  Poison  at  MT-35.  The 
Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA),  MDT,  and  the  Confederated  SaUsh  and  Kootenai 
Tribes  (CSKT)  prepared  a  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  and  Section  4(f) 
Evaluation  on  June  17,  1996  to  describe  the  proposed  project,  alternatives,  and  the  social, 
economic,  and  environmental  impacts.  A  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  was  prepared  on  August 
12,  1996,  and  modified  on  February  9,  1998,  which  selected  the  existing  alignment  for 
improvements.  However,  this  ROD  was  unique  in  that  FHWA  deferred  making  a  decision  on 
lane  configurations  until  agreement  was  reached  on  a  number  of  issues  including  design 
features  and  mitigation  measures. 

The  parties  have  since  negotiated  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MO A)  dated  December  20, 
2000.  The  MOA  lays  out  a  conceptual  lane  configuration,  design  features  and  mitigation 
measures  for  30.8  miles  of  US-93  from  Evaro  to  Red  Horn  Road  /  Dublin  Gulch  Road 
intersection  near  St.  Ignatius  and  for  10.6  miles  of  US-93  from  Spring  Creek  Road  /  Baptiste 
Road  intersection  near  Ronan  to  the  US-93  /  MT-35  intersection  near  Poison. 

However,  due  to  extensive  environmental  and  cultural  issues,  the  segment  from  the  vicinity 
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of  Red  Horn  Road  on  the  south  to  Spring  Creek  Road  on  the  north  was  excepted  out  of  the 
MOA  This  segment,  referred  to  as  the  Ninepipe/Ronan  Segment,  requires  additional 
environmental  studies.  The  parties  agreed  to  prepare  a  Supplemental  Environmental  Lnpact 
Statement  (SEIS)  to  explore  altemative  roadway  alignments  and  to  evaluate  impacts  resulting 
from  new  circumstances  and  additional  information  relevant  to  environmental  and  cultural 
concerns  for  this  11.2-mile  section  of  US-93. 

A  written  response  to  this  Cooperating  Agency  request  is  needed  for  the  environmental 
documentation  for  this  project.  Statements  on  these  matters  may  result,  if  necessary,  m 
further  inter-agency  coordination  to  avoid  or  minimize  potential  project  impacts.  As  a 
Cooperating  Agency,  BIA  will  receive  periodic  updates  on  the  progress  of  the  study,  as  well 
as  requests  for  your  participation  in  additional  coordination  meetings.  MDT  will  also  provide 
a  copy  of  the  draft  environmental  document  to  you  for  your  review. 

Please  contact  me  at  SkiUings-ConnoUy,  Inc.  at  (406)  541-7877  if  you  have  any  questions 
about  this  request.  If  no  reply  is  received  within  forty-five  (45)  calendar  days  -  or  by  May  1 , 
2003  -  it  will  be  assumed  that  the  BIA  has  no  concerns  about  the  proposed  project  and  does 
not  wish  to  be  a  Cooperating  Agency.  Thank  you  for  your  assistance. 

Sincerely, 
SKILLINGS-CONNOLLY,  INC. 


Gerald  Smith,  PE 

Project  Manager  for  US  93  SEIS 


Enclosure 
cc: 


Loran  Frazer,  District  Administrator  -  MDT  District  (No.  1) 

Fred  Bente,  MDT 

Jean  Riley,  MDT  Environmental  Services  Supervisor 

Craig  Genzlinger,  FHWA  Operations  Engineer  -  Native  American  Indian  Coordinator 

Joe  Hovenkotter,  CSKT 
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FISH  AND  WQLDLIFE  SmVlCE 
MONTA-NA  FIELD  OFjRCE 
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PHONE  mS}  44S-S225,  FAX  (406)  445-5339 
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M.  17  FHWA  -  Nkwpipc  SEIS  (Hwy.  93) 

Gorsdd  StmA 

SMllkp  -  CcfWJoliy,  Inc. 

2685  Palmac 
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TUB  ies)oads  to  yow  letter  dated  April  7, 2003,  regwdmg  fte  Sui^iemesM  Eavtonm*^ 
Mp^it  S^temmt  to  be  pwpared  f or  4c  Mo«aim  Depitmm 

Hgbway  AdministtatioB  relative  to  tl»  Nmepipe  -  lijaaa  segment  (NH-F  W(9)6I9  of »» 
proposed  recoBStracti0B  of  U.S.  Higbwiiy  93  bctw«n  Evare  and  Polsoa  ia  Lake  Coartjf, 
Moatm.  Your  letter  iwjuested  ftat  fee  U.S.  Fish  mi  Wlldiife  Service  (Semce)  be  a 
Ck»pratisg  Agency  -with  regards  to  Ms  projeci. 

The  Service  agrees  m  be  a  CoopeiBting  Agency  for  tMs  project.  M  m^J^  f^^^^T 

nmm^lU  U.S.C.  153 1  et  seq.).  tte  Fish  and  WHdlfe  Cooidiwtim  Act  (16  U.S.C  661  et 
«.),  and  oftff  ffljpttcable  lam.  The  Service  has  beeo  involved  ^th  to  ^je<«  aud  te 
pwvMed  »maeats  dwfcg  roeetii^s»  discussicms,  mi  coiwspcmdeace  with  the  tawlwd 

We  look  fb«fwi  to  mu^m&g  to  m»ik  with  you  m  Ms  ^^A  I£y»  *f ^«  queaioas  Jeprfii^ 
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HeknaRcgolatoiy  Office 
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Sobi«ct:  Corps  File  Number  2001-9&416  .^      -    ™        c      _* 

US  93  Si^eowftallaviKHimeiaal  topaot  Stateoraot:  Nmeptpe/Ronan  Segment 
NH-¥  5-l^)6F,  MDT  Control  Number  1744 
Cooperating  Af^Rfl^xMise 
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Samor  Project  EngHwer    ; 
SkaiiiiiM^^niiwlJy.Inc.    ; 
2685  Ptdmer  Street.  Suifep 
IfiMooti,  MoataoR  59808 

IiearMr.Stnifli: 

This  letter  iaarespoose  to  yoOTApril7,2003  request  that  tfaetlrSAn^^ 
fCoHM)  be  a  Cooperating  Agsncy  for  the  Montana  Department  of  Tiaijsportation  (MDT)  me^ 
Bstediove.  Tlicpiojectis  loca|d  on  US  Highway  93  between  Ihe  communJhes  of  Evato  and 
Polstm  in  Lake  Coaoi^,  UaiAasa^ 

Under  the  aufliority  of  Section  404  of  the  Oean  Water  Act,  Department  of  the  Amy 
pennits  are  required  for  &c  discharge  of  fiU  material  bdow  tfie  ordinary  high  water  mark  of  our 
Naticm'B  rivas,  strcaro$,  lake*  or  wetlands. 

Pursuant  to  ti»  National  EnviionmentalPoHcy  Act.  the  Corps  agrees  to  beaCooperating 
Agency.  Our  participation  as  a  Cooperating  Agency  win  be  limited  to  rejaewing 
^project  fcatow  that  wiU  or  may  affert  Waters  of  &e  Uiiited  Stato^ 
"tJtstVf^'i'ff"^  md  pemdatag  rayoo8ft>8ities. 

Todd  Tillinger  of  tlufl  office  is  the  Corps'  project  mana^  for  this  project.  He  may  be 
leaebed  by  phone  at  (406)  441-075  or  by  e-mail  at  )nM  n  Tiningerl^isarri  army.rnil.  Please 
lefeience  Corps  FUe  Number  2001-90^16  on  all  future  conespoDdeocB  and  inqumes. 


Sincerely, 


Allan  Stdnlc 

MontMiA  Prognun  Mairager 


cc: 


Jean  Riley,  Montana  D^artment  of  Transpratation  Environmental  Services.  Helena 
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Re:      U.S.  ^  SupplerofiuM  BS 
NlflfipIpe/aQoaft  Sepoent 


Bear  Mr.  Smitti: 


Ittii  is  in  response  to  your  leaer  dated  April  7, 2003  requestiiii  EPA  to  be  a  coopm&ig 
agency  witti  tte  FoJcral  Highway  AdministratiOfl  (FHWA)  and  Moniafla  Dept  of  Twnspoitatkw 
(MDT)  during  li»  preparation  of  the  Supplemental  Envkoniuental  Impact  Statenwrt  (SSS)  fbr 
A«  U^.  93  Mnsppe/Ronan  Sepnent 


The  BPA  is  interested  in  providing  meamngM  and  larty  iafwi  on  envlronmeneil  issw»  erf 
conceits  for  this  pnsM,  Wc  are  particulariy  interested  iit  heiping  to  ensure  that  pn^wr  wesi«id.  - 
and  surfwB  and  ground  wafer  quali^,  air  qwaJi^,  tribal  concerns,  and  any  secondiiy  and 
oimwlaiive  effects  consideradoM  aw  Incoiporaled  into  the  Supplernumtai  MS.  The  Agency, 
however,  has  resoarce  limitations  and  other  j^gram  commiimeuts  which  may  limit  fte  <tegr«e 
ind  extent  of  JEPA's  particspatioB  in  the  SIS  preparation  process.  These  rKOarce  constrainte  asd, 
other  pregram  corrnHitmenis  make  it  diffiailt  for  me  to  sgree  K)  formal  fiiU  fled^  partid|«ton 
as  a  coopcratiof  a^iKy  dariiig  the  prnparatiois  of  the  EB  (see  40  CFR  ISOLSCc)). 

EPA  wiE  be  leviewlag  aid  provfdttif  cosnimeitt  on  ttie  dnsft  and  fioal  Sujfileimiiial  EIS's 
for  this  project  in  Mcoidance  wiA  our  responslWlitiei  onder NEPA  and  Section  309  of  *e  Qean 
Air  Act  Mr.  Steve  Potts,  EPA  Moatana  NEPA  Coordiuator,  will  coordin^  and  mtnage 
IPA's  p^cipatioii  in  and  rsvjev^  of  ibis  project.  As  yon  know  EPA  bas  provided  EIS  guidance 
and  scoping  coiffiMBts  for  feis  project,  and  EPA  tm  (Mr.  Steve  Potts)  have  p»rfidpiited  on  the 
iiilerdl&cl0insry  team  sad  advisory  committee  for  &is  project.  We  anticipate  tfciat  Vis.  Potts,  wfil 
continue  to  participa»  In  interdisciplinary  team  and/or  advisoiy  committee  meetiiigs  and  field 
trips  as  Ksouices,  workload,  and  schedules  allow.  The  EPA  will  also  by  to  review  and  coBHtrtt 
ipon  p«liminaiy  EIS  documents  as  much  as  otir  workload  and  schedules  allow.  We  eacofuray  , 
5«>u  to  send  us  pmliminaiy  EIS  documents  to  allow  us  the  oppoituni^  for  early  review  and  mpst. 


m 


p^^^^ 


r       I 


m/m^m%$  ii^jt   wM-  4m  mt  nm 


mXlMMB  ISM 


SIILLINaS  L4 


%m 


I  hope  ym  mitmmd  o^r  worMosd  and  msonie^  cons^almts,  tsd  oy  r  liability  lo  a^ae  ^ 
foniiBl  coopeiming  agency  smtui,  although  we  will  make  emty  effort  to  provide  mpxt  mi  mmM. 
m  the  EE  prepamti0B  process  mi  paiticiptte  m  the  inteTdildpIinary  ^tam  and  ad^soiy 
coiMmtlo^  m  much  m  qm  mmmms  and  worklDad  will  liliow,       - 

ff  pu  have  any  gaei&M  or  would  lite  to  disctiss  this  matter  fiirlhar  please  fml  ftm  to 
ed!  m^  M  (406)  4S7-SW1 .   Yto  may  reach  Mt.  Sieve  Potis  of  my  smff  it  (406)  457-5022  m 
Helraa.  oral (406)329-3313  in  Missoula*  T1iaBfcy0ii  for  j^w considemtim. 


-%'y- 


;:: 


SMwf0}y^ 


^SbMeAt 


JohE 


Montana  Office 


cc       Cpthia  Cody,  EPA,  8EPR-N,  Denver 

L«ran  Brazier,  MDT,  Missoula  District  AdministMor 
F»d  B«Q^  MDT.  Hekaa 
Jeiai  Mey,  MDT,  Helaja 

.    JoeHoveiiciittffir.CSKT 
Cr^g  .Geazlinger,  FHWA,  Helena 


Or/.. 


«■       .»: 
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Section  106,  Section  4(f),  and  Section 

6(f)  Documentation 


e 


us  Department  Montana  Division  585  Shepard  Way 

of  Transportation  Helena.  MT  59601 

Federal  Highway  January  08,  2008 
Administration  -^ 


In  Reply  Refer  To: 
MarciaPablo  HDA-MT 

Tribal  Historic  Preservation  Director 
PO  Box  278 
Pablo,  MT  59855 


Subject:      De  minimis  Finding 

NH-F  5-1(9)6  (De  minimis  Finding) 

US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Control  >Jo.  B744 


Dear  Ms,  Pablo: 

By  way  of  this  letter,  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  is  requesting  written 
concurrence  from  the  Confederated  Salish  and  Kootenai  Tribal  Historic  Preservation  Office 
(THPO)  with  the  determinations  of  effect  as  listed  below: 

During  2004  and  2005,  in  coordination  with  your  office,  it  was  determined  that  this  project  would  have 
No  Adverse  Effect  to  the  Flathead  Irrigation  Project  (24LA91)  and  the  Anderson  Farmstead  (24LA161) 
and  No  Effect  to  the  Stage  Road,  Attached  for  your  information  is  a  concurrence  letter  from  your  office 
and  correspondence  and  an  MOA  that  was  executed  with  the  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  and 
FHWA. 

In  addition  to  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA),  FHWA  must 
comply  with  the  provisions  of  Section  4(f)  of  the  1966  Department  of  Transportation  Act. 
Historically,  Section  4(f)  has  required  that  prior  to  approval  of  any  federally-funded  highway 
project  resulting  in  the  ''use"  of  listed  or  eligible  historic  properties  under  the  NHPA;  the  FHWA 
must  perform  an  avoidance  analysis  to  determine  whether  there  is  a  ''feasible  and  prudent" 
alternative  that  would  avoid  the  Section  4(f)  resource. 

In  August  of  2005,  Section  138  of  title  23,  USC  was  amended  under  the  Safe,  Accountable, 
Flexible,  and  Efficient  Transportation  Act:  A  Legacy  for  Users  (SAFETEA-LU).  Section  6009  of 
S AFETEA-LU  provided  new  legislative  authority  to  address  programs  and  projects  with  minor 
or  *de  minimis '  impacts  on  a  Section  4(f)  resource. 

More  specifically.  Section  6009(b)  (2)  of  SAFETEA-LU  states: 


g.#  r^  II  Y 


AMERICAN 
ECONOMY 


Concurrence  Request  —  THPO 


(2)  HISTORIC  SITES,"With  respect  to  historic  sites,  the  Secretary 
may  make  a  finding  of  cle  minimis  impact  only  if— 

(A)  the  Secretary  has  detemiined,  in  accordance  with  the 
consuhation  process  required  under  section  1 06  of  the  National 
Historic  Presei-vation  Act  (16  U.S.C.  470f),  that- 

(i)  the  transportation  program  or  project  will  have  no  adverse 
effect  on  the  historic  site;  or 

(ii)  there  will  be  no  historic  properties  affected  by  the 
transportation  program  or  project; 

(B)  the  finding  of  the  Secretary  has  received  written  concurrence 
from  the  applicable  State  historic  preservation  officer  or  tribal 
historic  preservation  officer  (and  from  the  Advisory  Council  on 
Historic  Preservation  if  the  Council  is  participating  in  the 
consuhation  process);  and 

(C)  the  finding  of  the  Secretary  has  been  developed  in 
consuhation  with  parties  consulting  as  part  of  the  process  referred 
to  in  subparagraph  (A), 

This  new  provision  of  Section  4(f)  is  the  basis  of  this  letter,  and  of  the  FHWA's  determination  of 
de  minimis  impacts. 


De  Minimis  Determination 

The  findings  of ''no  adverse  effect"  reflect  a  conclusion  that  the  uses  identified  in  the  attached 
exhibits  will  not  "alter,  directly  or  indirectly,  any  of  the  characteristics  of  [the]  historic  property 
that  qualify  the  property  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  in  a  manner  that  would  diminish 
the  integrity  of  the  property's  location,  design,  setting,  materials,  workmanship,  feeling,  or 
association," 

If  you  concur  in  the  "no  adverse  effect"  detennination,  FH W  A  intends  to  make  a  finding  that 
impacts  to  historic  resources  that  would  result  from  implementation  of  the  subject  project  would 
be  de  minimis  for  purposes  of  Section  4(f),  as  recently  amended  by  Congress, 


Request  for  Concurrence 

The  FHWA  requests  the  written  concurrence  of  the  THPO  in  the  above-described  finding  of  "no 
adverse  effect' '  on  historic  resources  from  the  subject  project.  This  written  concurrence  will  be 
evidence  that  the  concurrence  and  consultation  requirements  of  Section  6009  of  S AFETEA-LU, 
as  they  will  be  codified  at  23  U.S-C.  §  138(b)  (2)  (B)  &  (C),  and  49  U.S.C.  §  303  (d)  (2)  (B)  and 
(C)  are  satisfied.  Concurrence  can  be  provided  either  by  signing  and  daring  this  letter  or  by 
separate  letter  from  the  THPO  to  the  Federal  Highway  Administration,  585  Shepard  Way, 
Helena,  MT  59601. 


Concurrence  Request  ~  THPO 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  Craig  Genzlinger  at  406-449-5302  ext.  240. 

Sincerely, 


Kevin  L.  McLaury,  P.E, 
Division  Administrator 


Attachments 

cc:        Dwane  Kailey  -  MDT  Missoula 
Jon  Axline  -  MDT 
Carl  James  -  FHWA,  Transportation  Specialist 

File:     NH-F  5-1(9)6  cg/lw 


CONCUR 
CSKT  THPO: 


DATE^;^.   //^  /^^  SIGNED    ^I^^^jg^^^^ 


FROM 


(MON)JUN  20  ZUUb  ib;uy/5i.  io^uo/inu.  uuui  m_uu^^  <_ 


fWTMIAD 


THE  CONFEDERATED  SAUSH  AND  KOOTENAI  TRIBES 
Qtrr^CtQF^^  FLATHEAD  NATION 
KtwEI  VED  P.O.  Box  278 

JUN  -  3  20D5   •    (406)  275-2700 


Joseph  B.  Dupuifi  -  Ex^cu^ive  SsoTetsry 
Vern  L.  Clairmonc  -  E««cutlve  tfeaswrer 
Uon  Bourdon  *  Sergeant-ait-Arma 


Jm^2,2005 


JohnAdiM 

MDiitam  Deimtnimt  of  TraBspottatioE 

P.O.  Box  201001 

Helena,  MX  S96204001 

RE:      US  ?3  SHS  NiMjnpe-Roiiais:  Control  No,  17434 


TRIEAt  COUNCll.  WIEMBERS: 

D.Ffed  Matt -Chairman 
Jaml  Mamel  -  Vice  Chair 
Carols  Iftnkfofd  -  3ecrefcary 
Joel  Clalnmont- Treasurer 
Lloyd  D.  Mm 
MMKmmm 
Mary  lefthand 

Jain«s^Steeie,  Jr. 
R&n  Trahan 


D«r  Jolm: 

Thankyou  for  sending  us  ii«:I)etenidMtk,n  of  Efitofi^tfieA^ 

(24LA161)  and  the  Stage  Koad.  Based  on  the  a>Eetx»cta>a  plan,  jecojj^ 

93  leconsttuction  xviimve  Ko  Advme  Effeet  on  the  Anderson  Fannstead  (24LA1 6 1) 

Se  constructed  wihin  the  siw  ««a,  and  no  physical  feas^^s  rftis:  ^^^^^ 
stagp  route. 

Wc  ait  4ka^Vhetiier  the' Stage  RDad1«s1«^??M¥j^'^  ^[^Sft^tSoS 
dotiH  .seem  to  have  a^she  tecoM  fortlieT«op«ty  here  and  suggft^ 

'  1^  :::::':j':  .^.  ^rm  aVirf-numbei  if  it  hasn't  akcadV  been  isaicd. 


te  iiicd  a  sate  formaaidnimibei  if  it  hasn't  akcadybcca  i 


ttiadc^you  for  consuhiDg  with  iis4 
Sincerelyr' 


':■''' v.\  ''•>.■ 


■,iJr» 


's'-^  '  'H/ 


Kf  .*, 


.>   .»■ 


1420  East  Sixth  Avenue 
P  O  Box  200701 
Helena  MT  59620-0701 
June  10,  2005 

Julie  Kightlinger 

Herrera  Environmental  Consultants,  Inc. 
101  East  Broadway,  Suite  610 
Missoula,  MT  59802 

RE;    US  93  SETS 
Dear  Ms  Kightlinger: 

In  response  to  your  letter  regarding  the  above  project,  Montana  Fish,  Wildlife  &  Parks 
(FWP)  does  own  property  and  may  be  acquiring  additional  property  m  Lake  County  m 
he  project  vicinity  within  the  next  year.  The  management  area  is  described  as  Nmepipe 
Wildlife  Management  Area.  This  land  was  acquired  over  many  years  by  approximately 
toy  s"cquisi^^^^^  funded  in  part  through  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Semce  Pittrnan 
Robertson  Funds  and  National  Park  Service  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Funds.  Each 
of  these  funding  sources  requires  special  mitigation  treatment  for  any  right  of  way 
impacts     Mitigation  requirements  must  be  coordinated  with  regional  wildlife  persomiel 
from  the  FWP  Kalispell/Ninepipe  offices  and  Adam  Brooks  (444-3032)  and  Walt 
Timmerman  (444-3753)  of  Helena  when  right  of  way  needs  are  finalized. 

FWP  is  also  responsible  for  oversight  of  the  state  side  of  the  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Fund  (LWCF).  There  are  many  local  municipalities  with  LWCF-assisted 
outdoor  recreation  sites.  If  proposed  construction  or  land  acqmsition  activities  will  affect 
"riocally  owned  recreation  or  park  facilities,  please  contact  Wa  t  T-™n  ^^^  ^ 
names    Walt  will  be  able  to  check  LWCF  database  files  and  provide  the  LWCF  status  of 
each  named  site.  Any  such  site  would  need  to  be  addressed  as  a  6(f)  property  and 
appropriate  mitigation  measures  coordinated  through  his  office. 

In  regard  to  other  potential  4(f)  properties,  we  do  not  keep  information  on  lands  owned  or 
operated  by  others  that  would  qualify  for  4(f)  treatment.  This  part  of  your  mqmry  would 
be  better  addressed  through  property  ownership  records  or  on  the  ground  research. 

This  letter  is  not  intended  as  formal  comment  to  the  highway  93  project,  but  rather 
information  regarding  4(f)  and  6(f)  property  ownership  of  FWP. 

Sincerely, 


Land  Sectidti  Supervisor 
C:  Region  1,  Walt  Timmerman,  Adam  Brooks 


01/21/2004   15:41      FAX  406    541   7S60 


SHILLINGS  MSLA        -^-*^   SKILLINGS  LA 


Montana  Depenment  QfJr:aPSpQrtation       pg^%i-i%  tjiTny^i 


January  14,  2004 

Marcia  Pablo 

CSKT  Tribal  Preservation  Office 

Box  278 

Pablo  MT  59701 


PO  ^0x201001 

N/;1SS0UL^ 


JAN2)2IXH 

SkafiD9»Ct3Rnoly,  Inc. 

QOittuNIng  EnciMars 


Siibject: 


Dear  Marcia: 


NH-F5*1(9)6F 

US  93  Evaro  -  Poison 

Control  No.  B744 


MASTER  FILE 
COPY 


^l^^iferCTb^ 


Enclosed  is  a  draft  copy  of  the  Memorandum  of  Agreemeni  for  your  review  and 
conuncnts.  The  MOA  was  drafted^  after  our  telephone  conversation  this  morning  in 
Which  we  agreed  that  the  above  proposed  project  wouJd  have  either  a  No  Effect  or  a  No 
Adverse  Effect  on  the  Flathead  Irrigation  Project  (24LA91).  Based  on  the  scope  of  the 
JJnf  u  *  '^1^''^^°^  ^th  FHWA,  and  the  impact  to  the  ditches,  we  went  ahead  with  the 
tr  A^^*   °^  ^  ^"^  Adverse  Effect  dctennination.  In  the  MOA  we  have  stipulated  that 
me  MDT  would  construct  a  tum-out  on  the  roadway  within  the  view  shed  of  the  impacted 
ditches,  that  we  would  also  provide  an  historical  marker  describing  the  history  ar.d 
significance  of  the  ditches  on  the  Flathead  Reservation,  and  also  contribute  $6.C00  to  the 
study  that  the  CS&KT  will  prepare  of  the  Flathead  Irrigation  System. 

It  was  nice  talking  to  you  this  morning  and  I'm  glad  we  were  able  to  come  to  agreonent 
regardmg  the  imgation  system.  ^ 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  me  at  (406)  444-6258  or  e-mail  at    • 
iax]ine(2).3tate.Tnt.vL<; . 

Jon  Axline,  Historian 
Environmental  Services 


-H   '.♦"^- 


cc: 


Loran  Frazier,  P.E.,  Missoula  District  Administrator 
Tom  Martin,  P.E.,  Consultant  Design  Bureau 
Jeaji  Riley,  P.E.,  Engineering  Section 
Bonnie  Steg.  Resources  Section 


Environmonta/ Sfffvhes  Un/i 
Phono:  (406)444^7223 

FejL' _     {406)444^^245 


An  Equ9t  OpoortunrT/'Empioytf 


Food  f^fiart  (800)226-7^3 

rry.'  fdoo)  33&'<7SS2       n 


OCT-27-2Q05    D9  =  Z2  FROM-HERRERA  ENVJ«NTAl_COOT^^^  _    _    ___   _j-aja      ruut>/uu,      r-o»__ 
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MEMORANDUM  OF  AGREEMENT 

VS  93  EVAEO  -  POtSON 

LAKE  COUNTY,  MONTANA 

Control  No.  B744 

WHEREAS  tbc  Federal  Highway  Administratjou  (FHWA)  proposes  to  assiai  the 
Motttana  Departmciii  of  Transportarion  (MDT)  in  fimding  the  US  33  Evaro  ^  Poison 
Rcffli  highway  icconstruction  proj  ect. 

WHEREAS  FHWA  has  determined  that  the  undartaldng  will  have  an  effect  on  the 
m&md  lirigatlon  Project  (24LA91),  a  propony  cUgible  for  inclusioa  ia  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places.  The  FHWA  has  conmilted  with  die  Confedeiated  Sallsh  & 
Kootenai  Tribai  Preservation  Office  (TPO)pwsuati(t  to  Section  106  of  the  National 
Histfiftic  PtesOTvatioii  Act  (i6  USC  470)  and  its  ifflplemmting  legulations,  "Protection  of 
HiBtoric  Properties''  (36  CFR  600); 

WHEREAS  MDT  participated  in  tl\e  consultaiion  and  have  been  invited  to  concur  in  tins 
ammded  Memoranduin  of  Agrecmcot; 

NOW,  THEREFORE;  KEIWA  and  the  Montana  SHPO  agree  that  the  undertaking  wiU  be 
implemented  in  accordance  with  the  following  Btipulattona  in  order  to  take  mto  aooount 
tlw  offecT  of  the  undenakJng  on  an  liistoric  property. 

Stipulations 

1)  The  MDT  will  provide  a  txim-out  and  funding  for  a  historical  mteipretivB  marker 
describing  the  development  and  significance  of  the  Flathead  irrigation  Piojcot  on  the 
Flathead  Rcaetvation,  The  TPO  will  prepare  the  text  for  the  interpretive  marker  and 
provide  it  to  the  MDT  for  review  and  production  of  the  inalcer. 

2)  The  MDT  will  provide  S6,000  to  the  CS&K  TPO  as  partial  flinding  for  it^  mventwy 
and  evaluation  of  the  Flathead  ImgationProject.  The  MDT  vrill  receive  five  copies 
of  the  completed  report.  ■The  MDT'a  contribution  to  the  study  will  be  acknowledged 
in  the  report. 

3)  If  a  dispute  arises  regarding  the  implementation  of  this  amended  Agreemsni,  FHWA 
shall  consult  with  %ls  objecting  party  to  i«eolvB  the  dispute.  If  any  consulting  party 
deietnnines  that  the  dispute  cannot  be  resolved,  FHWA  shall  request  the  &rther 
comments  of  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  pureuant  to  the  Council  a 
regulations. 

EXECUTION  OF  THIS  MEMORANDUM  OF  AGKEEMENT  and  inaplemcntation  of  its 
tenns  evidencea  that  PHWA  has  afforded  the  Council  an  opporwmty  to  comment  on  the 


OCT-27-2005    09:22  FROM-HERRERA  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSULTANTS  Jj^"^     ^•"'^"""<      ^r."-'. 
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NSrFWesOfiF  MunonoiattmofAatenient  ?«ge2 

US  93  Bvfiio  -  Folfion  tegbway  itcoastmctiDn  ptojcct  and  its  a£Elict3  on  bisTtonc 
pKipertios,  ood  fhat  KHWA  lias  t^sssiM^  accovcat  the  c£^  afiib&  Uadotakiiig  on 
bisimic  proportles. 


Dete 


,j 


^4^ 


M  S  dish  &  Kootenai  Date 

CoBCumi^g  Party: 

ia  Department  of  Traaspartatioii  Date 


IPmserviiliaa  Date 

CSfice 


^.^^f 


APPENDIX  D 


Draft  404(b)  1  Analysis 


Draft  404(b)(1)  Evaluation 


US  93  Evaro-Polson  EIS 
SEIS  Ninepipe/Ronan 

MDT  NH-F  5-1  (9)  6F 
Control  No.  B744 


Prepared  for: 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 


December  2007 
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Prepared  By: 

SKILLIMqS 
CONNOLLY 


Draft  404(b)(1)  Evaluation 
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Section  1.  Introduction 

The  404(b)(1)  Guidelines,  found  in  Title  40  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  Part  230,  are  the 
substantive  criteria  used  in  evaluating  discharges  of  dredged  or  fill  material  into  Waters  of  the  United 
States  under  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  and  are  applicable  to  all  404  permit  decisions. 
Fundamental  to  these  Guidelines  is  the  precept  that  dredged  or  fill  material  should  not  be  discharged 
into  the  aquatic  ecosystems  unless  it  can  be  demonstrated  that  such  discharges  would  not  have 
unacceptable  adverse  impacts  either  individually  or  in  combination  with  known  and/or  probable 
impacts  of  other  activities  affecting  the  ecosystems  of  concern. 

Subpart  B  of  the  guidelines  establishes  four  conditions,  which  must  be  satisfied  to  make  a  finding  that 
a  proposed  discharge  complies  with  the  guidelines.  Section  230.10  provides  that: 

a)  Except  as  provided  under  Section  404(b)(2),  no  discharge  of  dredged  material  shall  be 
permitted  if  there  is  a  practicable  alternative  to  the  proposed  discharge  which  would  have 
less  adverse  impact  on  the  aquatic  ecosystem,  so  long  as  the  alternative  does  not  have  other 
significant  adverse  environmental  consequences. 

b)  No  discharge  of  dredged  or  fill  material  shall  be  permitted  if  it  violates  state  water  quality 
standards.  Section  307  of  the  Clean  Water  Act,  or  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973. 

c)  No  discharge  of  dredge  or  fill  material  shall  be  permitted  which  would  cause  or  contribute  to 
significant  degradation  of  the  waters  of  the  United  States. 

d)  Except  as  provided  under  Section  404(b)(2),  no  discharge  shall  be  permitted  unless 
appropriate  and  practicable  steps  have  been  taken  which  will  minimize  adverse  impacts  of 
the  discharge  on  the  aquatic  ecosystem. 

Mitigation  to  offset  significant  and  insignificant  adverse  impacts  may  be  developed  which  could 
result  in  bringing  a  project  into  compliance  with  the  guidelines.  Impacts  must  be  avoided  to  the 
maximum  extent  practicable  and  remaining  unavoidable  impacts  will  then  be  mitigated  to  the  extent 
appropriate  and  practicable  by  requiring  steps  to  minimize  impacts  and  finally,  by  compensation  for 
loss  of  aquatic  resource  values. 

This  evaluation  represents  the  views  of  MDT  on  how  the  proposed  action  complies  with  the 
requirements  of  the  404(b)(1)  Guidelines.  It  is  not  intended  to  represent  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  (USAGE)  views,  conclusions,  or  their  final  404(b)(1)  Evaluation. 

Section  2.  Project  Description 

2.  A.  LOCATION 

The  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA),  the  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT), 
and  the  Confederated  Salish  and  Kootenai  Tribes  (CSKT)  propose  to  improve  an  18-kilometer 
(11.20-mile)  section  of  the  existing  U.S.  Highway  93  (US  93)  corridor  in  Montana.  US  93  serves  as 
the  major  north-south  transportation  corridor  in  western  Montana  (Figure  1,  Vicinity  Map).  The 
US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  improvement  project  extends  from  Dublin  Gulch  Road/Red  Horn  Road  to  the 
proposed  project's  northern  terminus  at  Baptiste  Road/Spring  Creek  Road  (Figure  2,  Location  of 
Project  on  the  US  93  Corridor).  The  project  corridor  lies  entirely  within  Lake  County,  on  the 
Flathead  Reservation,  which  is  governed  by  the  Confederated  Salish  and  Kootenai  Tribes. 

The  Ninepipe/Ronan  area  is  a  wetland  complex,  located  partially  within  a  National  Wildlife  Refuge, 
which  includes  thousands  of  pothole  wetlands,  which  offer  diverse  wildlife  habitat.  The  Post  Creek 
drainage  basin,  an  important  corridor  for  fish  and  wildlife,  is  also  located  within  the  project  area. 
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Prime  farmland  acreage  is  prevalent  along  the  unincorporated  project  segments  of  US  93  to  the  north 
and  south  of  the  City  of  Ronan.  Residential  and  commercial  activity  is  primarily  limited  to  single 
family  residences  on  large  lots.  Commercial  activity  is  often  of  single  proprietors  operating  from 
residential  properties.  Within  the  city  limits  of  Ronan,  natural  habitats  are  limited  to  Ronan  Spring 
Creek,  which  crosses  US  93,  and  a  limited  number  of  wetlands  near  the  northern  terminus  of  the 
project  corridor.  US  93  is  a  major  commercial  corridor  through  the  City  of  Ronan,  with  adjacent 
businesses  providing  a  variety  of  motorist  related  services. 

2.B.  GENERAL  DESCRIPTION 

Project  Background 

In  1996,  the  FHWA,  MDT,  and  CSKT  issued  the  U.S.  Highway  93  -  Evaro  to  Poison  -  Missoula  and 
Lake  Counties,  Montana:  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  Section  4(f)  Evaluation; 
FHWA-MT-EIS-95-Ol-F;  F  5-1(9)6  (FHWA  and  MDT  1996)  (referred  to  as  the  US  93  Evaro  to 
Poison  FEIS)  consistent  with  requirements  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA).  The 
Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  described  the  impacts  from  improvement  of  a  90.6  km 
(56.3  mile)  section  of  US  93  from  Evaro  to  Poison.  A  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(SEIS)  is  being  prepared  concurrently  with  this  404(b)(1)  Evaluation  that  will  describe  impacts  to  the 
Ninepipe/Ronan  section  of  US  93.  The  SEIS  is  being  prepared  as  a  supplement  to  the  FEIS  to 
examine  various  alternatives  for  improving  transportation  in  the  project  corridor  and  to  identify  the 
associated  environmental  impacts. 

The  US  93  Evaro  to  Poison  FEIS  described  the  proposed  project  and  alternatives,  and  the  social, 
economic,  and  environmental  impacts  of  the  corridor  project.  A  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  was 
issued  on  August  12,  1996;  however,  the  ROD  deferred  making  a  decision  on  lane  configurations, 
mitigation  measures,  and  a  Section  4(f)  determination  until  agreement  was  reached  by  FHWA  and 
MDT,  along  with  their  cooperating  agency,  the  CSKT. 

Representatives  from  MDT,  FHWA,  and  CSKT  (referred  to  as  the  "three  governments"  or 
"proponents")  then  negotiated  and  signed  the  Memorandum  of  Agreement-US  93  Evaro  to  Poison 
(MDT,  FHWA,  and  CSKT  2000)  (referred  to  as  the  US  93  Corridor  MOA).  The  US  93  Corridor 
MO  A,  dated  December  20,  2000,  lays  out  the  preferred  conceptual  roadway  improvements,  including 
lane  configurations,  design  features,  and  mitigation  measures  for  50  kilometers  (30.6  miles)  of  US  93 
from  Evaro  to  the  Dublin  Gulch  Road/Red  Horn  Road  intersection  (RP  37.1)  near  Saint  Ignatius  and 
for  17.4  kilometers  (10.8  miles)  of  US  93  from  the  Baptiste  Road/Spring  Creek  Road  intersection 
near  Ronan  (RP  48.3)  to  the  MT  35  intersection  near  Poison  (RP  59.1).  The  US  93  Corridor  MOA 
does  not  include  an  18-kilometer  (11.2-mile)  section  between  the  Dublin  Gulch  Road/Red  Horn  Road 
intersection  (RP  37.1)  and  the  Baptiste  Road/Spring  Creek  Road  intersection  (RP  48.3),  which  is 
called  the  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  project  corridor. 

The  three  governments  agreed  to  prepare  a  Supplemental  EIS  (referred  to  as  the  US  93 
Ninepipe/Ronan  SEIS)  for  the  Ninepipe/Ronan  section.  It  was  agreed  a  supplement  was  needed  to 
explore  possible  alternate  alignments  around  the  environmentally  sensitive  Ninepipe  glacial  pothole 
wetland  complex,  and  to  study  in  more  depth  the  effects  of  the  highway  improvement  on  the  wetlands 
and  wildlife  in  the  corridor. 

Project  Alternatives 

The  SEIS  evaluates  the  following  alternatives: 
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No  Action 


The  No  Action  Alternative  will  perpetuate  the  existing  highway  with  no  substantial  improvements. 
Any  improvements  to  the  existing  system  would  be  considered  on  individual  merits  and  could  include 
spot  safety  improvements,  channelization  at  intersections,  climbing  lanes,  and  signalization  as 
dictated  during  the  coming  years. 

Although  the  No  Action  Alternative  does  not  meet  the  purpose  and  need  for  the  proposed  action,  it  is 
evaluated  in  detail  in  accordance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  the 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  regulations. 

Lane  ConfiQuration  Alternatives 

All  of  the  alternatives  under  consideration  represent  various  combinations  of  the  lane 
configurations  included  in  the  following  descriptions. 

The  1996  US  93  FEIS  defined  the  four-lane  configurations  included  in  the  study  as  follows: 

Lane  configuration  A  is  a  two-lane  two-way  highway  with  auxiliary  lanes.  Where  needed, 
passing  lanes  will  be  added  for  short  distances,  designated  left-turn  bays  will  be  constructed 
at  important  intersections,  and  continuous  two-way  left-turn  center  medians  will  be 
constructed  where  there  are  high  numbers  of  intersections  and  driveways. 

Lane  configuration  B  is  a  four-lane  highway  with  two  traffic  lanes  in  each  direction. 
Designated  left-turn  bays  will  be  constructed  at  important  intersections. 

Lane  configuration  C  is  a  four-lane  highway  with  a  continuous  two-way  left-turn  center 
median. 

Lane  configuration  D  is  a  four-lane  highway  with  a  divided,  unpaved  center  median. 
Designated  left-turn  bays  will  be  constructed  at  important  intersections. 

The  alternatives  studied  in  the  SEIS  include  these  lane  configurations  and  variations  of  them  singly  or 
in  combinations  over  the  length  of  the  proposed  project. 

All  of  the  action  alternatives  will  include  reconstruction  of  the  existing  roadway.  The  reconstruction 
will  provide  for  curvilinear  horizontal  alignment  roughly  following  the  existing  roadway  to  minimize 
impacts  to  adjacent  lands.  Included  will  be  construction  of  wider  shoulders  and  revision  of  the 
vertical  aUgnment  to  accommodate  structures  crossing  waterways,  streams,  and  riparian  areas.  Many 
of  these  structures  will  also  serve  as  wildlife  crossings.  All  slopes  will  follow  the  slope  tables  for 
rural  and  urban  principal  arterials  as  shown  in  the  MDT  Design  Standards,  except  as  modified  in  the 
preliminary  project  design  (see  Appendix  A  of  the  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Improvement  Project  Draft 
SEIS). 

Rural  Alternatives 

The  following  alternatives  were  studied  in  detail.  Impacts  are  set  forth  for  two  segments  in  the  rural 
portion  of  the  proposed  project. 
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The  Post  Creek  Hill  segment  begins  at  Red  Horn  Road  and  ends  at  the  top  of  Post  Creek  Hill  just 
south  of  Gunlock  Road.  The  Ninepipe  segment  begins  just  south  of  Gunlock  Road  at  the  top  of  Post 
Creek  Hill  and  ends  at  the  south  Ronan  City  limits. 

Alternative  Rural  1  consists  of  a  two-lane  undivided  highway  throughout  the  length  of  the  section. 

Alternative  Rural  2  includes  a  two-lane  undivided  highway  with  a  2.9  km  (1.8  mile)  northbound 
passing  lane  from  Post  Creek  Road  to  the  top  of  Post  Creek  Hill  just  south  of  Gunlock  Road. 

Alternative  Rural  3,  the  rural  preferred  alternative,  would  include  a  two-lane  undivided  highway  with 
a  2.9  km  (1.8  mile)  northbound  passing  lane  from  Post  Creek  Road  to  the  top  of  Post  Creek  Hill  and  a 
four-lane  divided  section  from  Brooke  Lane  to  the  south  Ronan  City  limits. 

Following  publication  of  the  draft  SEIS  more  than  100  comments  requesting  the  addition  of  a 
separated  bicycle/pedestrian  path  were  received  (comments  received  on  the  draft  SEIS  are  included  in 
Appendix  J).  As  a  result  of  these  comments,  the  project  proponents  endorsed  the  inclusion  of  a 
bicycle/pedestrian  path  from  Red  Horn/Dublin  Gulch  Road  to  Buchanan  Street  in  Ronan  in  the  final 
PA. 

Alternative  Rural  4  would  include  a  two-lane  undivided  highway  with  the  addition  of  a  1.6+  km  (1+ 
mile)  southbound  passing  lane  extending  from  south  of  the  project  limits  to  Post  Creek,  a  2.9  km  (1.8 
mile)  northbound  passing  lane  from  Post  Creek  Road  to  the  top  of  Post  Creek  Hill,  a  1.6  km  (1  mile) 
southbound  passing  lane  from  Mollman  Pass  Trail  to  Brooke  Lane,  and  a  four-lane  divided  section 
from  Brooke  Lane  to  the  south  Ronan  City  limits. 

Alternative  Rural  5  would  include  a  two-lane  undivided  highway  with  the  addition  of  a  2.4  km  (1.3 
mile)  southbound  passing  lane  extending  from  south  of  the  project  Umits  to  Post  Creek  Road,  a  2.9 
km  (1.8  mile)  northbound  passing  lane  from  Post  Creek  Road  to  the  top  of  Post  Creek  Hill,  and  a  1.5 
km  (0.9  mile)  four  lane  divided  roadway  from  Innovation  Lane  to  the  south  Ronan  City  limits. 

Alternative  Rural  6  would  provide  a  two-lane  undivided  highway  from  Red  Horn  Road  to  Post  Creek 
Road  with  a  1.6  km  (1.0  mile)  southbound  passing  lane  from  south  of  the  project  limits  to  Post  Creek, 
a  2.9  km  (1.8  mile)  section  of  four-lane  divided  roadway  with  independently  aligned  southbound  and 
northbound  travel  lanes  from  Post  Creek  Road  to  the  top  of  Post  Creek  Hill,  two  lanes  undivided  from 
the  top  of  Post  Creek  Hill  to  Bouchard  Road,  and  four  lanes  divided  from  Bouchard  Road  to  the  south 
Ronan  City  limits. 

Alternative  Rural  7  provides  for  a  two-lane  undivided  highway  from  Red  Horn  Road  to  the  south 
Ronan  City  limits,  with  the  addition  of  a  1.3  km  (0.8  mile)  southbound  passing  lane  from  south  of  the 
project  limits  (RP  36.7)  to  approximately  180  m  (600  feet)  south  of  Post  Creek,  a  2.9  km  / 1.8  mile 
northbound  passing  lane  from  Post  Creek  Road  to  the  top  of  Post  Creek  Hill,  a  2.1  km  (1.3  mile) 
northbound  passing  lane  from  RP  44.2  (north  of  Crow  Creek)  to  RP  45.5  (north  of  Bouchard  Road), 
and  a  1.0  km  (0.6  mile)  southbound  passing  lane  from  RP  45.5  (north  of  Bouchard  Road)  to  RP  46.1 
just  north  of  Little  Marten  Road/Timber  Lane  Road.  The  horizontal  alignment  generally  follows  the 
existing  roadway  with  the  curvilinear  alignment  added.  The  vertical  alignment  is  a  departure  from 
the  other  alternatives,  as  the  major  structures  are  much  more  extensive.  There  would  be  a  major 
structure  at  Post  Creek  and  then  from  approximately  Gunlock  Road  to  just  north  of  Crow  Creek  the 
highway  would  be  nearly  entirely  on  structures.  Passage  of  large  animals  throughout  the  lengths  of 
these  structures  is  the  objective.  Left-turn  lanes  would  be  provided  only  at  Gunlock  Road,  Eagle  Pass 
Trail,  Montana  Highway  212  (MT  212),  and  Mollman  Pass  Trail  in  the  Gunlock  Road  to  Crow  Creek 
section.  All  other  pubUc  roads  would  be  terminated,  and  all  accesses  would  be  right  turn  only,  no 
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left-turns  provided.  There  would  be  a  half  round  turnout  at  each  end  providing  parking  and  for 
observing  the  pristine  wetland  areas.  The  elevated  structure  section  would  resemble  an  elevated 
parkway  and  would  be  constructed  within  the  existing  right-of-way.  There  would  be  additional 
observation  areas  constructed  near  Ninepipe  Reservoir,  MT  212,  and  Mollman  Pass  Trail. 

Alternative  Rural  8  consists  of  four  lanes  undivided  throughout  its  length. 

Alternative  Rural  9  would  provide  for  four  lanes  divided  throughout  its  length. 

Alternative  Rural  10  is  similar  to  Alternative  Rural  5,  but  has  differing  passing  lane  components.  It 
would  include  two  lanes  undivided  with  the  addition  of  a  0.8  km  (0.5  mile)  two-way  left-turn  lane 
extending  from  Dublin  Gulch  Road/Red  Horn  Road  northward  to  a  business  entrance  driveway  on  the 
east  side,  a  2.9  km  (1.8  mile)  northbound  passing  lane  from  Post  Creek  Road  to  the  top  of  Post  Creek 
Hill,  a  1.9  km  (1.2  mile)  southbound  passing  lane  from  the  top  of  Post  Creek  Hill  to  Eagle  Pass  Trail, 
and  a  1.5  km  (0.9  mile)  section  of  four  lane  divided  roadway  from  Innovation  Lane  to  the  south 
Ronan  City  limits. 

Ronan  Alternatives 

The  Ronan  portion  of  the  proposed  project  extends  from  the  south  city  limits  just  south  of  Little 
Marten  Road  to  Spring  Creek  Road  on  the  north  end. 

Alternative  Ronan  1  consists  of  four  lanes  with  a  raised  landscaped  median  on  the  existing  alignment 
throughout  most  of  the  length,  transitioning  to  a  four-lane  divided  section  at  the  north  end  of  the 
proposed  project  between  old  US  93  and  the  Baptiste  Road/Spring  Creek  Road  intersection. 

Alternative  Ronan  2  consists  of  four  lanes  on  the  existing  alignment  with  a  continuous  two-way  left- 
turn  lane  transitioning  to  a  four-lane  divided  section  at  the  north  end  of  the  proposed  project  between 
old  US  93  and  the  Baptiste  Road/Spring  Creek  Road  intersection. 

Alternative  Ronan  3  would  be  a  couplet  with  a  two-lane  one-way  roadway  northbound  on  the  existing 
US  93  alignment  and  a  two-lane  southbound  roadway  constructed  on  the  First  Avenue  SW  aUgnment. 
This  alternative  would  largely  be  constructed  within  the  existing  right-of-way  of  US  93  and  First 
Avenue  SW,  except  where  the  southbound  transitions  away  from  the  existing  and  back  again,  where 
new  right-of-way  would  be  required.  Transition  sections  would  also  be  necessary  at  the  southerly  end 
to  the  selected  rural  lane  configuration  and  to  a  four-lane  divided  section  on  the  north  end  between 
old  US  93  and  the  Baptiste  Road/Spring  Creek  Road  intersection. 

Alternative  Ronan  4,  the  urban  preferred  alternative,  would  be  a  couplet  with  the  northbound 
roadway  on  the  existing  alignment,  and  the  southbound  roadway  on  First  Avenue  SW,  nearly 
identical  to  Alternative  Ronan  3,  except  the  southbound  roadway  on  First  Avenue  SW  would  consist 
of  a  wider  section  which  would  include  a  3  m  / 10  ft  planting  area  and  a  3.6  m  / 12  ft  buffer  on  the 
west  side  of  the  street,  and  a  3  m  / 10  ft  planting  area  and  a  1.8  m  /  6  ft  buffer  on  the  east  side.  Most 
of  the  right-of-way  would  be  purchased  from  the  east  side  of  the  street  to  provide  the  maximum 
buffer  to  the  neighborhood  on  the  west.  Transition  sections,  as  described  under  Alternative  Ronan  3, 
would  also  be  necessary  under  this  alternative. 

Alternative  Ronan  5  would  be  similar  to  the  existing  except  that  the  three  lanes  would  include  curb 
and  gutter  on  the  existing  alignment,  with  sidewalks  for  pedestrians  and  bicycle  lanes  for  the 
bicyclists.  Transition  sections  would  also  be  necessary  at  the  southerly  end  to  the  selected  rural  lane 
configuration  and  to  a  four-lane  divided  section  on  the  north  end  between  old  US  93  and  the  Baptiste 
Road/Spring  Creek  Road  intersection.  It  would  also  include  improvements  to  First  Avenue  SW  and 
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First  Avenue  SE  to  provide  for  additional  traffic  circulation  parallel  to  the  US  93  roadway.  This 
circulation  would  be  for  local  traffic  and  may  also  be  used  as  a  bypass  to  the  main  roadway  during 
periods  of  congestion. 

The  major  environmental  impacts  and  benefits  of  the  rural  and  urban  action  alternatives  are 
summarized  in  Sections  1.4.1  and  1.4.2  of  the  Draft  SEIS. 

2.C.  AUTHORITY  AND  PURPOSE 

US  93  is  important  to  local,  regional  and  nationwide  transportation;  the  volume  of  traffic  is  high,  has 
been  steadily  increasing  and  is  projected  to  continue  to  increase.  The  existing  roadway  has  various 
geometric  features  that  do  not  meet  current  guidelines  and  standards  for  safety  and  design.  Existing 
level-of-service  (LOS)  is  poor,  and  is  projected  to  get  worse  by  the  design  year  2024.  With  the  high 
volume  of  traffic,  the  accident  rate  is  lower  than  the  statewide  average  accident  rate,  while  accident 
severity  numbers  (proportion  of  fatal  and  injury  accidents)  are  substantially  higher  than  statewide 
averages.  Bicycle  and  pedestrian  facilities  are  very  limited  in  the  project  corridor.  The  City  of 
Ronan,  CSKT,  and  MDT  have  all  supported  the  need  for  improved  bicycle  and  pedestrian 
accommodations. 

The  US  93  Evaro  to  Poison  FEIS  described  the  proposed  project,  alternatives,  and  social,  economic 
and  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  project.  A  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  was  issued,  which 
selected  the  existing  alignment  for  improvement  throughout  the  length  of  the  proposed  project, 
calling  for  a  corridor  bypassing  the  City  of  Ronan,  and  allowing  for  right-of-way  acquisition  and 
access  control.  However,  the  ROD  deferred  making  a  decision  on  lane  configurations,  mitigation 
measures,  and  a  Section  4(f)  determination  until  agreement  was  reached  by  the  three  stakeholders  on 
lane-configuration,  design  features,  and  mitigation  measures  for  the  corridor  bypass. 

The  Ninepipe/Ronan  improvement  project  corridor,  which  is  a  segment  of  the  overall  U.S.  Highway 
93  Evaro  to  Poison  project,  is  an  18  km  (11.2  mile)  section  that  extends  from  Dublin  Gulch  Road/Red 
Horn  Road  to  Baptiste  Road/Spring  Creek  Road.  This  section  is  being  evaluated  separately  from  the 
overall  project  due  to  design  conditions  and  alternative  analysis.  The  purpose  of  the  proposed  action 
within  this  section  remains  the  same  as  stated;  to  improve  the  transportation  system  of  US  93.  This 
supplement  (SEIS)  to  the  US  93  FEIS  will  evaluate  impacts  to  various  alternatives  within  the  US  93 
Ninepipe/Ronan  project  corridor.  This  404(b)(1)  Evaluation  will  detail  impacts  to  the  aquatic 
ecosystem  based  on  the  different  alternatives. 

2.D.  GENERAL  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  DREDGED  OR  FILL  MATERIAL 

2.D.1  General  Characteristics  of  Material 

Fill  material  will  be  excavated  locally  and  will  be  similar  in  physical  and  chemical  characteristics  to 
substrate  in  wetlands  that  are  filled.  Material  used  in  wetland  fills  is  likely  to  be  an  American 
Association  of  State  and  Transportation  Highway  Officials  (AASHTO)  approved  fill  material  with  no 
organics,  more  granular  soils,  etc.  Also,  some  sub-excavation  may  be  needed  for  construction  of  the 
road  base.  While  excavation  and  borrow  sites  have  not  been  identified  at  this  time,  the  site  will  be 
chosen  in  part  on  certain  characteristics.  General  fill  material  may  be  suitable  soils,  including  earth 
and  crushed  or  naturally  occurring  sands  and  gravels.  Some  fill  material  may  be  concrete,  steel,  or 
similar  materials  that  could  be  used  for  culvert  or  bridge  construction.  Rock  riprap  may  be  used  to 
resist  erosion  around  flowing  water. 

2.D.2  Quantity  of  Material 

Quantities  of  fill  material  will  depend  upon  the  action  alternative  that  is  selected  and  specific 
topographical  features  of  affected  wetlands.  Quantities  of  fill  material  to  be  placed  will  be 
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determined  during  the  final  design  phase  of  the  proposed  project.  Quantities  will  be  sufficient  to 
construct  the  roadway  and  appurtenant  features.  Appendix  A  of  the  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan 
improvement  project  Draft  SEIS  details  the  MDT  standard  slopes  applied  in  the  preliminary  design 
for  the  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  improvement  project. 

2.D.3.  Source  of  Material 

The  locations  of  the  borrow  pits  that  will  be  used  as  fill  material  for  the  proposed  project  have  not  yet 
been  finalized.  The  source  of  fill  material  to  be  placed  will  be  determined  during  the  final  design 
phase  of  the  proposed  project.  Borrow  or  excavation  sites  will  not  be  allowed  if  they  have  high  levels 
of  salinity,  acid-generating  materials,  heavy  metals,  pesticides  or  other  elements  or  substances 
potentially  harmful  to  fish,  wildlife,  or  other  aquatic  organisms.  Due  to  the  fact  that  borrow  sites 
would  require  environmental  review  and  approval  prior  to  their  use,  development  of  the  borrow  sites 
will  not  have  any  adverse  effects  on  aquatic  resources,  cultural  or  historic  resources,  or  any  threatened 
or  endangered  species. 

2.E.  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  DISCHARGE  SITES 

The  information  contained  in  this  section  is  summarized  from  the  Biological  Resources  Report: 
US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  improvement  project  (Herrera  2005a)  prepared  for  the  proposed  project.  The 
report  documents  the  methodology  used  in  the  wetland  determination,  describing  the  location,  overall 
size,  and  type  of  wetlands  identified  within  the  project  corridor.  The  report  also  describes  the 
potential  impacts  to  site  wetlands  that  are  associated  with  the  action  alternatives,  and  the  proposed 
mitigation  for  each  alternative.  Table  1  is  a  summary  of  the  wetland  occurrence,  wetland 
classification,  and  associated  water  bodies  in  the  project  corridor 

2.E.1  Location  of  Sites 

Wetlands  and  surface  waters  (measured  by  area)  affected  by  the  action  alternatives  are  located  within 
Lower  Flathead  Watershed  (HUC  17010212).  The  locations  of  all  identified  wetlands  are  listed  in 
Table  1  (Wetland  Location  and  Classification).  The  locations  of  other  surface  waters  in  the  project 
area  are  listed  in  Table  2. 

2.E.2  Size  of  Sites 

The  wetland  boundaries  were  determined  using  the  Corps  of  Engineers  Wetlands  Delineation  Manual 
(Environmental  Laboratory  1987).  All  wetlands  within  the  proposed  right-of-way  lines,  either 
completely  or  partially,  were  evaluated  to  determine  the  extent  of  their  boundaries. 

Table  1  shows  the  estimated  overall  acreage  of  each  wetland  within  the  corridor  at  each  specific 
location. 

2.E.3  Type  of  Sites 

Wetlands  in  the  project  area  are  divided  into  five  wetland  types  based  on  their  appearance  and 
position  in  the  landscape:  riparian  zone  wetlands,  pothole  wetlands,  Ninepipe  Reservoir  wetlands, 
irrigation  feature  wetlands,  and  roadside  ditch  wetlands.  Riparian  zone  wetlands  are  located  in  the 
floodplains  of  associated  streams,  outside  of  the  stream  channel.  Prairie  pothole  wetlands  are 
depressions  in  the  landscape  that  are  fed  by  surface  water  or  groundwater.  These  depressional  areas 
were  formed  by  glaciation.  Pothole  wetlands  were  further  divided  into  3  groups:  Group  1  pothole 
wetlands  are  inundated  by  precipitation,  surface  water  runoff,  and/or  ground  water  inflow  for  all  of 
the  year;  Group  2  pothole  wetlands  are  usually  saturated  at  or  near  the  soil  surface  for  all  or  most  of 
the  year  and  inundated  for  portions  of  the  year;  and  Group  3  pothole  wetlands  are  depression  areas 
that  are  inundated  periodically,  but  with  much  longer  lengths  of  time  between  inundations.  Ninepipe 
Reservoir  wetlands  are  the  two  wetlands  within  the  US  93  right-of-way  that  are  associated  with  the 
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Table  1.      Characteristics  of  wetlands  in  the  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  improvement  project  corridor. 


Wetland 
ID 

Reference  Post 

Wetland  Type  " 

Provisional 
USAGE 

Jurisdictional 
Status "" 

Cowardin 
Class ' 

Hansen  Community 
Type' 

Montana  Wetland 
Category " 

Estimated  Size  ^ 

Hectares 

(acres) 

H14A 

37.2  to  37.3 

Riparian  zone 
(unnamed  tributary 
to  Post  Creek  1) 

Jurisdictional 

PEM,  PSS, 
PAB 

Unclassified  riparian  or 
wetland  site 

II 

0.6(1.4) 

H14B 

37.2  to  37.3 

Riparian  zone 
(unnamed  tributary 
to  Post  Creek  1) 

Jurisdictional 

PEM,  PSS, 
PAB 

Unclassified  riparian  or 
wetland  site 

II 

0.5(1.2) 

H15A 

37.4  to  37.6 

Riparian  zone 
1  (Ashley  Creek) 

Jurisdictional  H 

^^fcE^^^ 

Sedge  community  type 

III     ^H 

■  0.5  (1.2) 

H15B 

37.6 

Riparian  zone 
(Ashley  Creek) 

Jurisdictional 

PEM 

Sedge  community  type 

III 

0.01  (0.03) 

H15C 

37.6 

Riparian  zone 
(Ashley  Creek) 

Jurisdictional 

PEM 

Sedge  community  type 

III 

0.1  (0.2) 

H16A 

37.6  to  37.8 

Riparian  zone  (Post 
Creek) 

Jurisdictional 

PEM,  PSS, 
PAB,  PUB 

Quaking  aspen/red- 
osier  dogwood  habitat 
type 

I 

8.4  (20.8) 

H16B 

37.6  to  38.1 

Riparian  zone  (Post 
Creek) 

Jurisdictional 

PEM,  PSS, 
PAB,  PUB 

I 

Quaking  aspen/red- 
osier  dogwood  habitat 
type 

I  -  Post  Creek 

Riparian 

Floodplain, 

III  -  north  of  the 

Post  Creek 

Channel, 

associated  with 

drainage  from 

H16C        ^^^ 

4.4  (10.9) 

H16C 

38.1  to  38.2 

Riparian  zone 
(unnamed  tributary 
to  Post  Creek  2) 

Jurisdictional 

PEM,  PSS, 
PAB 

Quaking  aspen/red- 
osier  dogwood  habitat 
type 

III 

0.8  (1.9) 

H17A 

37.9  to  38.1 

Riparian  zone 
(unnamed  tributary    ■ 
1  to  Post  Creek  3)       | 

Jurisdictional  V 

^B 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type     ^^^^^_ 

III        ^B 

H  0.2  (0.5) 

H17B 

38.1  to  38.3 

Roadside  ditch 

Jurisdictional 

PEM 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

IV 

0.2  (0.5) 
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Wetland 
ID 

Reference  Post 

Wetland  Type  " 

Provisional 
USAGE 

Jurisdictional 
Status  " 

Cowardin 
Class ' 

Hansen  Community 
Type' 

Montana  Wetland 
Category " 

Estimated  Size  ^ 

Hectares 

(acres) 

H17C 

38.3  to  38.5 

Roadside  ditch 

Jurisdictional 

PEM 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

IV 

0.1  (0.2) 

H17D 

38.5 

Roadside  ditch 

Jurisdictional 

PEM 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

IV 

0.04(0.1) 

H17E 

38.^^^^H 

Roadside  ditch  ^^B 

1    Jurisdictional  H 

^^B 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

IV^^H 

■  0.01(0.02) 

H17F 

38.6 

Roadside  ditch 

Jurisdictional 

PEM 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

IV 

0.1  (0.1) 

H18A 

^H 

[  Irrigation  feature 

Jurisdictional  ■ 

^1  PEM 

Nebraska  sedge    ^^^1 
community  type  ^^^| 

■  -  - 

0.03  (0.07) 

H18B 

38.4  to  38.6 

Irrigation  feature 

Jurisdictional 

PEM 

Nebraska  sedge 
community  type 

III 

1.6  (3.8) 

H19A 

38.6  ^^^H 

1  Irrigation  feature 

Jurisdictional 

PEM,  PUB 

Reed  canarygrass      ^B 
habitat  type                 J 

r  ■"  1 

■   0.1(0.2) 

H19B 

38.6  to  39.1 

Irrigation  feature 

Jurisdictional 

PEM,  PUB 

Nebraska  sedge 
community  type 

III 

0.8  (2.0) 

H20A 

39  ^^^^H 

1  Irrigation  feature 

Jurisdictional 

PEM,  PUB 

Nebraska  sedge  ^^^H 
community  type   ^^B 

^B      III    ^H 

■  0.2(0.5) 

H21A 

39.1  to  39.3 

Roadside  ditch 

Jurisdictional 

PEM 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

III 

0.3  (0.7) 

H21B 

39.4  to  39.5 

Roadside  ditch 

Non-     ^~ 
jurisdictional 

PEM 

Common  cattail  habitat^ 
type 

^    0.2(0.5) 

H22A 

39.4  to  39.6 

Roadside  ditch 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

III 

0.2  (0.5) 

H??R 

39.4  ^^^H 

1  Irrigation  feature      1 

1^^  Non-         ■ 
jurisdictional  | 

^^1 

Reed  canarygrass     ^H 
habitat  type         ^^^| 

^Bin^M 

■  0.1  (0.2) 

H22C 

39.4 

Irrigation  feature 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM 

Reed  canarygrass 
habitat  type 

III 

0.1  (0.2) 

H23A 

39.5  to  39.7 

Roadside  ditch 

Non- 
„     jurisdictional  ^ 

PEM 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

III 

0.1  (0.2) 

H23B 

39.6  to  39.7 

Roadside  ditch 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

III 

0.1  (0.2) 

H23C 

39.7^^^H 

1  Roadside  ditch^^^ 

■          Non-        ■ 
1    jurisdictional  ^| 

^^1 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

iii^^H 

■  o.Ol  (0.02) 

H24A 

39.7 

Irrigation  feature 

Jurisdictional 

PEM 

Sedge  community  type 

III 

0.1  (0.2) 
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Wetland 
ID 

Reference  Post 

Wetland  Type  " 

Provisional 
USAGE 

Jurisdictional 
Status  " 

Cowardin 
Class ' 

Hansen  Community 
Type' 

Montana  Wetland 
Category " 

Estimated  Size  ^ 

Hectares 

(acres) 

H24B 

39.7 

Group  2  pothole 
1  wetland 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM,  PUB 

Unclassified  riparian  or 
wetland  site 

II 

0.2  (0.5) 

H24C 

39.8 

Group  2  pothole 
wetland 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

III 

0.04  (0.10) 

Group  2  pothole 
wetland 

Non- 
iurisdictional 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

H25A 

39.8 

Group  2  pothole 
wetland 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

II 

0.2  (0.5) 

H26A 

39.8        ^^B 

1  Irrigation  feature 
1                                 ■ 

Jurisdictional 

PEM,  PSS 

Black                 ^^Ml 
cottonwood/herbaceous 
community  type          _^ 

^        III         ^M 

■  0.3(0.7) 

H26B 

39.9 

Group  3  pothole 
wetland 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM 

Reed  canarygrass 
habitat  type 

III 

0.04(0.1) 

H26C 

39.9^^^^ 

Lrroup  z  pofflole 
wetland 

Non-         ^" 
jurisdictional 

PEi«f 

Common  cattail  habita" 
type 

^    0.1(0.2) 

H27A 

39.9  to  40 

Group  2  pothole 
wetland 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM,  PUB 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

II 

1.3  (3.2) 

H27B 

m 

sa^^^^M 

1  Group  1  pothole^^ 
1  wetland            ^^| 

^Junsdictiona^^^ 

■  liiiHiiyiiiiriym 

CommoncattaijjMbitat 

type    jjnniii^^ 

^^3(0.7) 

H27C 

40 

Group  3  pothole 
wetland 

Jurisdictional 

PEM,  PUB 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

II 

0.01  (0.02) 

H27D 

"^^M 

I  Group  2  pothole 
1  wetland 

Jurisdictional 

PEM,  PUB 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

II^^B 

0.03  (0.07) 

H27E 

39.9 

Group  3  pothole 
wetland 

Jurisdictional 

PEM,  PUB 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

II 

0.1  (0.2) 

H27F 

39.9^^^^ 

Lrroup  J  pofflole 
wetland 

JurisaiSional 

PEM,  PUB 

e.ommoi^ttSrflaDitat 
type 

^  0.02  (0.05) 

H27G 

40 

Group  1  pothole 
wetland 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM,  PUB 

Reed  canarygrass 
habitat  type 

II 

0.6(1.5) 

H27|^^ 

4^^^^^M 

1  Group  2  pothol^^^ 
1  wetland    ^^^^H 

Non- 
It    jurisdictional  ^| 

PEM^UB 

Reed  canarygrass     ^^H 
habitat  type         ^^^| 

^^1(0.2) 

H27I 

40 

Roadside  ditch 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

IV 

0.04  (0.10) 

US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Improvement  Project 

MDTNH-F5-1(9)6F 

Control  No.  B744 
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Wetland 

ID         Reference  Post 


Wetland  Type  " 


Provisional 
USAGE 

Jurisdictional 
Status  '^ 


Cowardin 
Class ' 


Hansen  Community 
Type' 


Estimated  Size  ^ 
Montana  Wetland           Hectares 
Category " (acres) 


H28A 


H29A 


40.1  to  40.2 


40.4 


H33C  ^"^ff 


H34A  41.3 


H34B 


41.3 


Group  1  pothole 
wetland 

Group  1  pothole 
wetland 


Ninepipe  Reservoir 


Ninepipe  Reservoir 


Group  1  pothole 
wetland 
Group  1  pothole 
wetland 

Group  3  pothole 
wetland 

Group  3  pothole 
wetland 

Group  3  pothole 
wetland 

Group  3  pothole 
wetland 

Group  2  pothole 
wetland 
Group  1  pothole 
wetland 


urou^^otnole 
_wetland 
Group  1  pothole 
wetland 

Group  2  pothole 
wetland 


Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 
Jurisdictional 


^oiv 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictiona^^ 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 


iNon- 
jurisdictiona]_ 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 


PEM,  PAB, 

PUB 
PEM,  PUB 


TW 


PEM 


PEM,  PSS, 
PFO 


TBT 


PEM,  PUB 


PEM 


Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Reed  canarygrass 

habitat  type  ^ 

Reed  canarygrass 

habitat  type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Reed  canarygrass 

habitat  type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Black 

cottonwood/herbaceous 

community  type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Black 

cottonwood/herbaceous 
community  type 
Common  cattail  habitat 
type 


II 


II 
T 


II 
III 


III 


III 


III 


1.0  (2.5) 
0.9  (2.2) 
^.3(20.4^^ 


7.8  (19.3) 

P.5  (1.2) 

0.3  (0.7) 

0.004  (0.01) 

0.02  (0.05) 

T5tfl 


0.004  (0.01) 

0.04(0.10) 

0.8  (2.0) 

0.03  (0.07) 
0.3  (0.7) 

0.1  (0.2) 
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Wetland 
ID 

Reference  Post 

Wetland  Type  " 

Provisional 
USAGE 

Jurisdictional 
Status  " 

Cowardin 
Class ' 

Hansen  Community 
Type' 

Montana  Wetland 
Category " 

Estimated  Size  ^ 

Hectares 

(acres) 

H34C 

41.3  to  41.4 

Group  1  pothole 
wetland 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM,  PSS, 
PUB 

Black  cottonwood/red- 
osier  dogwood 
community  type 

II 

1.4  (3.5) 

H34D 

^^H 

1  Group  1  pothole 
I  wetland 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM,  PSS, 
PUB 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type                      ^ 

Il'^^H 

H  0.3  (0.7) 

H35A 

41.4 

Irrigation  feature 

Jurisdictional 

PEM,  PFO, 
PAB,  PUB 

Reed  canarygrass 
habitat  type 

III 

0.02  (0.05) 

H35B    ^ 

Irrigation  teature 

JurisdSional 

PEM,  PFO, 
PAB,  PUB 

Reed  canarygrass 
habitat  type 

^    0.1(0.2) 

H36A 

41.5 

Roadside  ditch 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

III 

0.01  (0.02) 

H37A 

41.6  to  41.8 

Group  1  pothole 
wetland.  Kettle 
Pondl 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

■11                         ^^ 

PEM,  PUB 

Reed  canarygrass        H 
habitat  type                ^| 

^^1 

■  ^2.4(6.0) 

H37B 

41.6  to  41.8 

Group  1  pothole 
wetland.  Kettle 
Pondl 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM,  PUB 

Reed  canarygrass 
habitat  type 

II 

1.7(4.2) 

H38A 

41.9      ^^H 

1  Group  2  pothole 
f  wetland            ^ 

^B^  jurisdictional 

^PEM 

Unclassified  riparian  or 
wetland  site                 ^ 

IV 

0.04(0.10) 

H39A 

41.9 

Group  1  pothole 
wedand 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM,  PUB 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

III 

0.2  (0.5) 

H39B 

41.9  to  42 

Group  1  pothole 
wetland 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM,  PUB 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

III 

0.6(1.5) 

H40A 

42 

Group  1  pothole 
wetland 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM,  PUB 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

III 

0.9  (2.2) 

H40B 

42   ^^^^P 

'  Group  2  pothole 
wetland 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM,  PUB 

Reed  canarygrass     ^H 
habitat  type                  H 

■^H 

■  0.10  (0.2) 

H40C 

42 

Group  1  pothole 
wetland 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM,  PUB 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

III 

0.2  (0.5) 

H40D 

42   ^^^^H 

1  Roadside  ditch 

1              ^ 

^1^  jurisdictional^! 

^^1 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type                             B 

III 

0.004  (0.01) 

H40E 

42.1 

Group  3  pothole 
wetland 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

III 

0.1  (0.2) 

US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Improvement  Project 
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Wetland 
ID 

Reference  Post 

Wetland  Type  " 

Provisional 
USAGE 

Jurisdictional 
Status  " 

Cowardin 
Class ' 

Hansen  Community 
Type' 

Montana  Wetland 
Category " 

Estimated  Size  ^ 

Hectares 

(acres) 

H40F 

42.1 

Group  3  pothole 
1  wetland 

Non- 
jurisdictional  ^ 

PEM 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

III 

0.04(0.10) 

IIA 

42.1 

Irrigation  feature 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

IV 

0.004  (0.01) 

irrigation  feature 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

^01  (0.02)      ' 

I2A 

42.2 

Group  2  pothole 
wetland 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

IV 

0.02  (0.05) 

1^ 

il^H 

1  Group  2  pothole 

[  wetland            ^B 

Non-        ■ 
1     jurisdictional  | 

■lb 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type                      ■ 

^^^^^M 

^^0£(0.2) 

I3B 

42.4 

Group  1  pothole 
wetland 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

III 

0.1  (0.2) 

I3C 

42.3  to  42.4 

Group  1  pothole 
1  wetland 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM,  PUB 

Reed  canarygrass        ^M 
habitat  type                 ^| 

^B     II     ^M 

■  0.2(0.5) 

I3D 

42.4 

Group  1  pothole 
wetland 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM,  PUB 

Reed  canarygrass 
habitat  type 

II 

0.4  (1.0) 

Group  2  pothole 
wetland 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

I4A 

42.5  to  42.6 

Group  1  pothole 
wetland.  Kettle 
Pond  2 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM,  PUB 

Reed  canarygrass 
habitat  type 

II 

2.00  (5.0) 

I4B 

42.5  to  42.6 

Group  1  pothole 
wetland.  Kettle 
Pond  2 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM,  PUB 

Reed  canarygrass        ^M 
habitat  type                ^M 

^H 

H  0.9  (2.2) 

ISA 

42.7 

Group  2  pothole 
wetland 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

III 

0.1  (0.2) 

I5B 

42.5  to  42.7 

Group  1  pothole 
1  wetland            ^^ 

Non-^^^l 
H    jurisdictional^! 

^^1 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type          ^^^^m 

III    ^H 

■   0.5(1.2) 

I6A 

42.7 

Group  1  pothole 
wetland 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

III 

0.10  (0.2) 

I6B 

42.7 

Group  1  pothole 
1  wetland 

Non- 
jurisdictional  ^ 

PEM 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

III 

0.04(0.10) 

I6C 

42.8 

Group  3  pothole 
wetland 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

III 

0.03  (0.07) 
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Wetland 

ID  Reference  Post  Wetland  Type  " 


Provisional 
USAGE 

Jurisdictional 
Status  '^ 


Cowardin 
Class ' 


Hansen  Community 
Type' 


Estimated  Size  ^ 
Montana  Wetland           Hectares 
Category " (acres) 


I6D 
I6E 

■TOT 


I7B 


ISA 
I8B 
ISC 
W 


I9A 


IlOA 
IllA 
IllB 

TTTT 


HID 

I12A 


42.8  to  42.8 

42.8 

42.^to42.J) 


42.9 


43 

43.1  to  43.2 

43.1  to  43.2 

43.2 


43.3 

43.4 
43.4 
43.4 


43.4 
43.4 


Group  1  pothole 
wetland 

Group  3  pothole 
wetland 

Group  1  pothole 
wetland 

Group  1  pothole 
wetland 

Group  2  pothole 
wetland  | 

Group  1  pothole 
wetland 

Group  1  pothole 
wetland 

Group  1  pothole 
wetland 

Group  1  pothole 
^wetland 
Group  1  pothole 
wetland 

Group  2  pothole 
wetland 
Group  1  pothole 
wetland 
Roadside  ditch 

Roadside  ditch 

Roadside  ditch 


Roadside  ditch 

Group  1  pothole 
wetland 


Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictiona^ 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 


PEM,  PUB 

PEM 
PEM,  PUB 
PEM,  PUB 


TW 


PEM 


TBT 


PEM 
PEM,  PUB 


Reed  canarygrass 

habitat  type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Reed  canarygrass 

habitat  type  ^ 

Reed  canarygrass 

habitat  type 

Unclassified  riparian  or 

wetland  site 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Reed  canarygrass 

habitat  type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 


II 


III 


II 

M 
II 
II 
II 


III 


III 
IV 
IV 


IV 

III 


0.7(1.7) 
0.02  (0.05) 


0.6(1.5) 
01(0.2) 
0.1  (0.2) 
0.2  (0.5) 
0.6(1.5) 


0.3  (0.7) 
04(0.1) 
0.1  (0.2) 
004  (0.01) 
004  (0.01) 


■Ji04(0.01)^ 
.004  (0.01) 
0.1  (0.2) 
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Wetland 

ID  Reference  Post 


Wetland  Type  " 


Provisional 
USAGE 

Jurisdictional 
Status  '^ 


Cowardin 
Class ' 


Hansen  Community 
Type' 


Estimated  Size  ^ 
Montana  Wetland           Hectares 
Category " (acres) 


I12B 


43.5 


Group  1  pothole 
wetland 

Group  2  pothole 
wetland  | 

Group  1  pothole 
wetland 

Group  1  pothole 
wetland 

Group  3  pothole 
wetland 

Group  2  pothole 
_  wetland 
Group  2  pothole 
wetland 

Group  2  pothole 
wetland  | 

Group  2  pothole 
wetland 

Group  1  pothole 
wetland 

Group  1  pothole 
wetland 

Group  1  pothole 
wetland 
Riparian  zone 
(Crow  Creek) 
Riparian  zone 
(Crow  Creek) 
Roadside  ditch 

Roadside  ditch 

Roadside  ditch 


Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Non- 
jurisdictional 
Jurisdictional 

Jurisdictional 

Jurisdictional 

Jurisdictional 

Jurisdictional 


PEM^PUB 

PEM,  PSS, 
PAB,  PUB 
PEM,  PSS, 
PAB,  PUB 
PAB 


PAB 


Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Reed  canarygrass 

habitat  type 

Reed  canarygrass 

habitat  type 

Reed  canarygrass 

habitat  type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Reed  canarygrass 

habitat  type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type  ^ 

Unclassified  riparian  or 

wetland  site 

Unclassified  riparian  or 

wetland  site 

Unclassified  riparian  or 

wetland  site 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type 
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Wetland 
ID 

Reference  Post 

Wetland  Type  " 

Provisional 
USAGE 

Jurisdictional 
Status  " 

Cowardin 
Class ' 

Hansen  Community 
Type' 

Montana  Wetland 
Category " 

Estimated  Size  ^ 

Hectares 

(acres) 

I17D 

44.5  to  44.6 

Roadside  ditch 

Jurisdictional 

PAB 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

IV 

0.1  (0.2) 

I17E 

44.7 

Roadside  ditch 

Jurisdictional 

PAB 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

IV 

0.1  (0.2) 

Roadside  ditch 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

I18B 

44.8 

Roadside  ditch 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PAB 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

IV 

0.01  (0.02) 

n^ 

^Ih^l 

Roadside  ditd^^^ 

Non-        ■ 
1     jurisdictional  | 

^^1 

Common  cattail  habitat 

type                      ■ 

^ri^H 

^     0.02  (0.05) 

I18D 

44.9 

Roadside  ditch 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PAB 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

IV 

0.01  (0.02) 

I19A 

44.2  to  44.6 

Roadside  ditch; 
Group  2  pothole 
wetland 

"""J 

^1 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

1 

■   0.6(1.5) 

I19B 

44.6  to  44.7 

Roadside  ditch; 
Group  2  pothole 
wetland 

Jurisdictional 

PAB 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

IV 

0.4  (1.0) 

I20A 

45.1 

Roadside  ditch 
L 

Non- 
_    jurisdictional  ^ 

PAB 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

IV 

0.004  (0.01) 

I20B 

45.1 

Roadside  ditch 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PAB 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

IV 

0.01  (0.02) 

I20C 

45.1^^^^ 

'   Roadside  ditch  ^^ 

""            Non-         ^ 
jurisdictional 

Common  cattail  habitat' 
type 

™  0.01  (0.02) 

121 A 

45.1 

Irrigation  feature 

Jurisdictional 

PEM,  PAB 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

III 

0.3  (0.7) 

12  IB 

45.1  to  45.3 

Irrigation  feature 

Jurisdictional 

PEM,  PAB 

Common  cattail  habitat 

III    ^H 

■  0.2(0.5) 

I22A 

45.5 

Irrigation  feature 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM 

Unclassified  riparian  or 
wetland  site 

IV 

0.2  (0.5) 

I22B 

45.5 

Irrigation  feature 
L 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM 

Unclassified  riparian  or 
wetland  site 

IV 

0.04(0.10) 

J2A 

47.2 

Group  2  pothole 
wetland 

Jurisdictional 

PEM,  PAB 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

III 

0.1  (0.2) 
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Wetland 
ID 

Reference  Post 

Wetland  Type  " 

Provisional 
USAGE 

Jurisdictional 
Status  " 

Cowardin 
Class ' 

Hansen  Community 
Type' 

Montana  Wetland 
Category " 

Estimated  Size  ^ 

Hectares 

(acres) 

J2B 

47.2 

Irrigation  feature 

Jurisdictional 

PEM,  PAB 

Unclassified  riparian  or 
wetland  site 

III 

0.1  (0.2) 

J2C 

47.1  to  47.2 

Riparian  zone 
(Ronan  Spring 
Creek) 

Jurisdictional 

PEM,  PSS, 
PUB 

Reed  canarygrass 
habitat  type 

II 

0.9  (2.2) 

J2D 

^^H 

f  Riparian  zone   ^^1 

(Ronan  Spring 
I  Creek)                      j 

1     Jurisdictional 

PEM,  PSS, 
PUB 

Reed  canarygrass        H 
habitat  type               ^M 

w^t 

■  ^0.1(0.2) 

J3A 

47.4 

Irrigation  feature 

Non- 
jurisdictional 

PEM,  PAB 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

III 

0.6(1.5) 

J4A 

48.2^^^^ 

Group  3  pothole 
wetland 

Jurisdictional 

PEM,  PAB 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

^    0.3(0.7) 

J4B 

48.3 

Group  1  pothole 
wetland 

Jurisdictional 

PEM,  PAB 

Common  cattail  habitat 
type 

III 

1.3  (3.2) 

Wetland  types,  including  the  pothole  wetland  groupings,  are  described  below  in  this  section. 

USAGE  jurisdictional  status  was  determined  by  project  biologists  and  has  not  been  confirmed  by  the  USAGE.  Wetlands  within  the  project  corridor  are  also  regulated 
by  CSKT  per  the  Aquatic  Lands  Conservation  Ordinance  87A. 

Source:  Cowardin  et  al.  1979.  Wetland  classes  include:  PAB  -  palustrine  aquatic  bed,  PEM  -  palustrine  emergent,  PFO  -palustrine  forested,  PSS  -  palustrine  scrub- 
shrub,  PUB  -  palustrine  unconsolidated  bottom  wetland 
Source:  Hansen  et  al.  1995. 
Source:  MDT  1995. 

The  size  of  the  wetland  is  the  area  of  the  wetland  generally  within  the  proposed  right-of-way  for  the  widest  alternative  (Rural  9).  Many  of  the  wetlands  in  the  project 
corridor  are  entirely  within  this  limit  and  others,  such  as  wetlands  associated  with  streams  and  the  Ninepipe  Reservoir  extend  beyond  this  limit.  For  the  latter  case,  the 
acreage  presented  does  not  represent  the  size  of  the  entire  system. 


US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Improvement  Project 

MDTNH-F5-1(9)6F 

Control  No.  B744 


19 


Skillings-Connolly 


Draft  404(b)(1)  Evaluation 


Ninepipe  Reservoir.  Irrigation  feature  wetlands  include  feeder  canals,  lateral  canals,  and  features 
resulting  from  seepage  of  the  irrigation  system.  The  remaining  wetland  type,  roadside  ditch  wetlands, 
are  artificial  wetlands  that  did  not  historically  exist  and  are  present  as  a  result  of  runoff  from  the 
roadway  collecting  and  ponding  in  roadway  ditches  or  by  interception  of  groundwater  caused  by 
excavation  of  the  ditch. 

Table  2.      Surface  waters  located  in  the  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  improvement  project 
corridor. 


Waterbody 

Location 

Crossing  Type 

Post  Creek  Hill  Segment 

Unnamed  Tributary  to 
Post  Creek  1 

US  93/Red  Horn  Road,  RP  37.2 

Culvert 

Ashley  Creek 

US  93,  RP  37.4  to  37.8 

None  -  Adjacent 

Post  Creek 

US  93,  RP  37.8 

Bridge 

Unnamed  Tributary  to 
Post  Creek  2 

US  93,  West  Post  Creek  Road, 
RP  37.8  to  38.1 

None  -  Adjacent 

Unnamed  Tributary  to 
Post  Creek  3 

US  93,  East  Post  Creek  Road, 
RP  37.8  to  38.1 

None  -  Adjacent 

Post  F  Canal 

US  93,  RP  38.6 

Culvert 

17  G-4  Canal  ^ 

US  93,  RP  39.0 

Culvert 

14G  Canal  ^ 

US  93,  RP  39.5 

None  -  Adjacent 

Ditch  ^ 

US  93,  RP  39.5 

None  -  Adjacent 

Canal  ^ 

US  93,  RP  39.5 

Culvert 

14G  Canal  ^ 

US  93,  RP  39.6 -39.8 

None-  Adjacent 

Siphon  ^ 

US  93,  RP  39.8 

Culvert 

Post  G  Canal 

US  93,  RP  39.9 

Culvert 

Ninepipe  Segment 
Siphon  "^ 

US  93,  RP  40.2 

Culvert 

Ninepipe  Reservoir 

US  93,  RP  40.5  to  40.8 

Bridge 

Post  A  Canal 

US  93,  RP  41.5 

Culvert 

Crow  Creek 

US  93,  RP  44.2 

Culvert 

Ronan  A  Canal 

US  93,  RP  44.2 -45.1 

None  -  Adjacent 

Siphon 

US  93,  RP  45.1 

Culvert 

13A  Canal  ^ 

US  93,  RP  45.8  -  46.3 

None  -  Adjacent 

Ronan  Portion 

Ronan  A  Canal 

US  93,  RP  46.3 

Culvert 

Ronan  D  Canal  Siphon 

US  93,  RP  48.1 

Culvert 

Ronan  Spring  Creek 

US  93,  Main  Street,  RP  47.0 

Culvert 

'    CSKT  2001b. 

^    These  surface  waters  were  identified  as  nonjurisdictional  under  the  USAGE  regulations.  USAGE 

jurisdictional  status  was  determined  by  project  biologists  and  has  not  been  confirmed  by  the  USAGE. 

Surface  waters  within  the  project  corridor  are  also  regulated  by  the  GSKT  per  Aquatic  Lands  Conservation 

Ordinance  87A. 
RP:  Reference  post. 


A  preliminary  jurisdictional  determination  (as  regulated  by  the  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
[USAGE])  was  made  for  each  wetland  in  the  project  area  by  project  biologists,  but  final  jurisdictional 


US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Improvement  Project 

IVIDTNH-F5-1(9)6F 

Control  No.  B744 


20 


SkJIIJngs-Connolly 


Draft  404(b)(1)  Evaluation 


determinations  have  not  been  verified  by  USAGE.  MDT  would  not  be  responsible  for  mitigating 
impacts  on  non-jurisdictional  wetlands  for  the  purposes  of  securing  a  Section  404  permit.  However, 
regardless  of  jurisdiction,  Executive  Order  11990  requires  MDT  to  account  for  all  wetland  losses. 
Therefore,  MDT  would  ultimately  seek  to  replace  all  wetlands  affected  by  the  proposed  project. 

Jurisdictional  wetlands  include  those  wetlands  that  meet  the  definition  of  a  wetland  as  defined  in  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  Wetlands  Delineation  Manual  (Environmental  Laboratory  1987)  and  do  not  fall 
under  any  of  the  criteria  for  non-jurisdictional  wetlands.  Non-jurisdictional  wetlands  in  the  US  93 
Ninepipe/Ronan  improvement  project  corridor  consist  of  isolated  wetlands,  which  are  generally 
pothole  wetlands.  The  following  guidelines  were  used  by  project  biologists  in  this  assessment  to 
determine  if  a  wetland  was  isolated  and  non-jurisdictional: 

■  No  apparent  surface  or  wetland  connection  with  any  water  of  the  U.S.  and  not 
directly  adjacent  to  any  water  of  the  U.S. 

■  No  actual  link  between  the  water  body  and  interstate  or  foreign  commerce  based 
on  the  factors  mentioned  previously. 

■  Individually  and/or  in  the  aggregate,  the  use,  degradation  or  destruction  of  the 
isolated  water  would  have  no  substantial  effect  on  interstate  or  foreign 
commerce,  i.e.  the  wetland  does  not  have  a  "significant  nexus"  to  navigable 
waters. 

Jurisdictional  and  non-jurisdictional  wetlands  in  the  US  93  project  area  are  identified  in  Table  1  and 
are  described  in  greater  detail  in  the  Biological  Resources  Report:  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan 
Improvement  Project  (Herrera  2005a).  The  USAGE  has  not  yet  concurred  with  the  preliminary 
jurisdictional  determinations  made  by  project  biologists.  A  field  visit  was  conducted  in  Summer 
2006  to  confirm  the  jurisdictional  determinations.  As  of  this  date,  formal  notice  regarding  USAGE 
jurisdiction  of  potential  wetland  impacts  has  not  been  given. 

2.E.4  Types  of  Wetland  Habitats 

Table  1  describes  the  wetland  at  each  site  including  the  wetland  type  based  on  appearance  (as 
described  above),  Gowardin  Glass,  Hansen  Gommunity  Type,  and  Montana  Wetland  Gategory. 
Gowardin  Glass  is  based  on  the  Classification  of  Wetlands  and  Deepwater  Habitats  of  the  United 
States  (Gowardin  et  al.  1979),  a  descriptive  classification  with  28  subclasses,  based  on  physical 
wetland  attributes  (i.e.,  vegetation,  soils,  and  water  regime).  Hansen  Gommunity  Type  describes  the 
wetland  vegetation  units  using  habitat  types  or  community  types  according  to  Classification  and 
Management  of  Montana's  Riparian  and  Wetland  Sites  (Hansen  et  al.  1995).  The  Montana  Wetland 
Gategory  assesses  the  functions  and  values  of  a  wetland  using  the  Montana  Wetland  Assessment 
Method  (MDT  1999). 

2.E.5  Timing  and  Duration  of  Discharge 

The  timing  and  duration  of  construction  activities  will  depend  on  the  alternative  chosen  for  that 
specific  location  and  the  type  of  construction  (bridge,  road  widening,  road  realignment,  and  culvert 
installation).  Detailed  schedules  and  phasing  plans  will  be  prepared  during  the  final  design. 
Gonstruction  schedules  will  be  specified  to  not  conflict  with  spawning  and  migration  periods  for  fish. 

2.F.  DESCRIPTION  OF  DISPOSAL  METHOD 

The  type  of  disposal  methods  will  depend  on  the  type  of  construction  that  is  undertaken  in  a  specific 
location.  The  following  sections  describe  the  general  construction  methods,  which  would  be  used  for 
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action  alternatives  selected  to  widen  the  existing  US  93  highway,  or  construct  a  bridge  or  culvert  in 
the  vicinity  of  surface  waters  and  wetlands. 

2.F.1  Roadway  Widening 

When  widening  the  highway,  it  would  be  necessary  to  place  fill  in  wetlands  that  are  encountered 
along  the  highway.  The  fill  material  would  be  placed  in  the  wetlands  by  large  earth-moving  and 
excavating  equipment.  The  material  would  likely  be  from  a  nearby  source  (borrow)  pits  or  excess 
material  from  other  areas  in  the  project  corridor.  The  fill  would  be  necessary  to  construct  the  proper 
side  slopes  and  adjust  the  elevation  of  the  roadway.  Some  removal  of  the  existing  roadway  surface, 
topsoil,  and  structures  would  be  necessary.  Disposal  of  the  material  would  be  determined  prior  to 
construction  of  the  proposed  project. 

2.F.2  Bridge  and  Culvert  Construction 

Where  feasible,  bridges  would  be  built  such  that  the  abutment  footings  are  outside  of  the  active 
stream  channel,  effectively  spanning  the  water  body.  Some  bridge  piers  and  abutment  footings  may 
use  driven  piling  or  drilled  shafts,  which  would  result  in  minimal  disturbance  to  the  streambed  and 
banks.  Culvert  construction  would  also  require  excavation  in  the  streambed  or  wetland  to  lay  the  pipe 
or  box  culvert. 

The  existing  structures  along  US  93  will  need  to  be  removed.  To  minimize  impacts  associated  with 
removal,  the  Contractor  would  isolate  the  construction  activities  from  the  stream  channel.  This  can 
be  accomplished  using  cofferdams  or  drilled  shafts.  Cofferdams  are  temporary  structures,  which  are 
constructed  in  the  streambed  and  enclose  the  construction  activities.  After  they  are  in  place,  the  creek 
water  trapped  within  the  dam  is  pumped  out  to  expose  the  creek-bed  and  facilitate  the  excavation  and 
construction  activities.  The  excavated  materials  and  pumped  water  from  within  the  cofferdams  would 
be  transferred  to  a  temporary  settling  pond  to  remove  the  sediment.  The  sediment  would  be  disposed 
of  in  proper  locations  and  the  water  would  be  returned  to  the  stream.  The  locations  of  the  settling 
ponds  would  be  identified  before  the  construction  permits  are  obtained. 

Section  3:  Factual  Determinations  (Section  230.11) 
3.A.  PHYSICAL  SUBSTRATE  DETERMINATIONS 

3.A.1  Substrate  Elevation  and  Slope 

Based  on  preliminary  design,  bridge  installation  would  not  require  changes  in  channel  elevations  or 
slope.  Culverts  would  be  installed  to  match  the  existing  channel  elevation  and  slope  where 
practicable  and  feasible. 

Direct  changes  to  substrate  elevation  and  slope  would  occur  for  streams  requiring  relocation.  Ashley 
Creek  and  segments  of  the  unnamed  tributaries  to  Post  Creek  1,  2,  and  3  would  require  relocation 
under  all  action  alternatives.  Segments  of  these  streams  are  located  within  the  proposed  construction 
limits  for  all  alternatives  and  a  segment  of  Ashley  Creek  flows  in  a  ditch  within  the  existing  roadway 
right-of-way.  Stream  relocation  would  avoid  changes  to  natural  surface  flow  patterns  and  changes  in 
the  natural  erosion  and  accretion  patterns  to  the  extent  feasible.  The  relocated  streams  would  be 
configured  to  match  appropriate  natural  conditions,  including  substrate  elevations  and  slope. 

The  daylighting  of  Ronan  Spring  Creek  is  associated  with  all  of  the  Ronan  action  alternatives. 
Daylighting  Ronan  Spring  Creek  may  change  the  elevation  and  substrate  of  the  section  of  the  stream 
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that  is  daylighted.  This  dayUghting  would  restore  the  creek  to  a  more  natural  condition  and  is 
anticipated  to  have  a  beneficial  effect  on  the  system. 

3.A.2  Compare  Fill  Material  and  Substrate  at  Discharge  Site 

At  stream  crossings,  the  substrate  varies  from  system  to  system  including  smooth  cobbles  with  areas 
of  sand  and  silt  deposition  at  Post  Creek  and  fine  sediments  and  organic  debris  within  Ashley  Creek 
and  the  Unnamed  tributaries  to  Post  Creek  1,  2,  and  3.  The  fill  placed  in  streams  for  culvert 
installation  would  be  select  granular  backfill  from  nearby  sources  or  excess  material  from  the 
proposed  project  itself.  Some  of  the  fill  material  may  be  similar  to  natural  substrate;  however,  some 
fill  material  would  not  be  similar.  (Fill  may  also  be  whatever  is  suitable  given  MDT  or  AASHTO  fill 
requirements.) 

Substrates  in  wetland  areas  are  fine  sediments,  organic  soils  (histosols),  or  glacial  outwash  that  are 
common  to  many  wetlands  in  this  area.  The  fill  material  placed  in  the  wetlands  would  either  be 
granular  material  from  nearby  sources  or  excess  material  from  the  proposed  project  itself.  Fill 
material  used  would  be  suitable  for  construction  of  a  roadway. 

3.A.3  Dredged/Fill  Material 

The  fill  materials  used  in  the  stream  crossing  would  be  granular  materials  that  are  not  susceptible  to 
movement  by  water  action.  Any  fill  that  is  placed  in  wetlands  or  streams  for  the  construction  of  the 
proposed  alignment  would  be  done  in  a  manner  to  avoid  or  minimize  movement  due  to  erosion. 

3.A.4  Physical  Effects  on  Benthos,  Invertebrates,  and  Vertebrates 

Physical  effects  on  benthos,  invertebrate  and  aquatic  vertebrates  would  be  associated  with  increased 
sediment  and  turbidity  levels  and  are  expected  to  be  short-term.  Best  management  practices  (BMPs) 
during  construction  should  minimize  these  problems. 

a)  Physical  Effects  on  Benthos 

Benthic  organisms  would  be  affected  along  the  stream  bank  or  in  the  wetland  area  where  fill 
material  would  be  placed.  Construction  activities  can  also  cause  sediment  to  be  washed 
downstream,  where  it  may  affect  benthic  organisms.  In  the  long  term,  the  benthic  organisms 
would  establish  themselves  in  the  fill  material  and  recolonize  disturbed  areas.  Therefore,  the 
physical  effects  on  benthos  should  be  short-term,  localized  impacts. 

b)  Invertebrates 

Similar  to  the  effects  on  benthos,  the  impacts  to  aquatic  invertebrates  will  also  primarily  be 
short-term.  Fill  material  placed  along  the  stream  bank  or  in  wetlands  would  bury  existing 
organisms,  but  new  organisms  would  be  expected  to  quickly  re-establish  in  these  areas. 
Additionally,  construction  activities  could  cause  localized  increases  in  suspended  sediment, 
which  would  adversely  affect  aquatic  insects.  Increases  in  suspended  sediment  would 
decrease  after  the  placement  of  fill  materials,  and  effects  on  invertebrates  would  be  short- 
term.  Increased  sediment  levels  could  also  clog  interstitial  spaces  in  the  streambed,  which 
invertebrates  use  for  habitat.  However,  these  interstitial  spaces  would  quickly  regenerate 
when  turbidity  is  abated  and  "flushing"  occurs. 

c)  Vertebrates 

Sediment  from  the  erosion  of  disturbed  areas  may  adversely  affect  aquatic  vertebrates.  For 
the  project  area,  "aquatic  vertebrates"  applies  primarily  to  fish.  Sediment  in  streams  affects 
fish  by  increasing  sediment  deposits  in  spawning  gravel  and  rearing  habitat.  This  suffocates 
the  eggs  or  fry  and  affects  the  aquatic  organisms  that  fish  rely  on  for  food.  Sediment  is  also 
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abrasive  to  fish  gills.  The  use  of  Best  Management  Practices  (BMP)  for  erosion  control 
should  alleviate  these  adverse  impacts  or  reduce  them  to  short-term  and  tolerable  levels. 

3.A.5  Erosion  and  Accretion  Patterns 

The  existing  structures  at  Ashley  Creek  and  Crow  Creek  are  inadequately  sized  to  handle  high-flow 
conditions.  The  streams  associated  with  undersized  crossing  structures  experience  flooding  upstream 
of  the  structure  during  high-flow  conditions,  causing  erosion  or  deposition  and  widening  of  the 
natural  channel.  Eroded  material  may  then  be  deposited  downstream,  and  may  potentially,  in 
combination  with  time  and  normal  sediment  transfer,  alter  the  course  of  the  stream. 

All  of  the  proposed  bridge  structures  would  be  wider  than  the  existing  crossings.  This  is  proposed  to 
reduce  hydraulic  constrictions  on  the  stream  channel  and  to  improve  the  hydrologic  connectivity  of 
the  system  (interactions  between  the  stream,  its  floodplain,  and  adjacent  wetlands).  An  increase  in 
the  bridge  opening  will  allow  a  greater  flow  to  pass  through  the  bridge  opening  during  storm  events. 
This  has  the  potential  to  change  existing  erosion  and  accretion  patterns  until  the  stream  system  re- 
equaUzes  itself.  It  is  anticipated  that  any  erosion  and  accretion  that  occurs  will  be  beneficial  because 
the  system  is  being  returned  to  a  more  natural  condition. 

3.A.6  Actions  Taken  to  Avoid  and  Minimize  Impacts 

This  section  describes  the  action  taken  to  avoid  and  minimize  impacts  on  physical  substrates,  erosion 
and  accretion  patterns  and  benthos.  Actions  described  in  Sections  3.B.5,  3.C.4,  and  3.D.5  are  also 
applicable.  Measures  incorporated  into  the  preliminary  design  include: 

■  The  proposed  preliminary  design  reviewed  the  possibility  for  steepened  roadway 
slopes  to  minimize  impacts  on  key  features  in  the  project  corridor.  Proposed 
approximate  locations  are  shown  in  Appendix  A.  During  final  design,  the  areas 
will  be  further  investigated  to  determine  if  the  proposed  preliminary  design  is 
practicable  and  feasible.  If  during  final  design  there  are  areas  that  slopes  can  be 
safely  steepened,  they  would  be  incorporated  into  the  proposed  project's  plans. 
(Note:  Slope  steepening  would  require  approval  from  the  MDT  Highways 
Engineer  and  FHWA  through  the  design  exceptions  process.)  These  steeper 
slopes  would  reduce  the  width  of  the  roadway  footprint  and  consequently  reduce 
impacts  on  wetlands. 

■  All  of  the  proposed  bridge  structures  would  minimize  impacts  on  substrates  by 
opening  a  greater  portion  of  the  floodplain  and  allowing  areas  to  be  restored 

■  Stormwater  treatment  measures  would  be  designed  to  reduce  suspended  solids 
from  stormwater 

■  The  amount  of  fill  placement  in  floodplains  would  be  minimized  or  reduced 

■  In  fish  bearing  streams,  culverts  would  be  designed  and  installed  to  accommodate 
fish  passage 

■  MDT  requires  that  all  construction  activities  within  and  adjacent  to  wetlands  and 
streams  adhere  to  the  BMPs  outlined  in  the  MDT  standard  specifications  and 
described  in  the  Stormwater  Pollution  Prevention  Plan  (SWPPP),  which  is 
prepared  for  all  projects  disturbing  more  than  0.4  hectares  (1  acre)  of  land  area. 
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The  BMPs  are  required  to  reduce  soil  erosion,  to  reduce  site  sediment  loss,  and  to 
manage  construction  generated  wastes. 

The  placement  of  fill  will  change  substrate  elevations  and  contours  as  necessary 
to  develop  a  roadway  footprint.  Compaction  of  the  fill  material  will  be  required, 
resulting  in  a  suitable  roadway  base  that  will  not  be  prone  to  erosion,  slumpage, 
or  other  movement. 


3.B.  WATER  CIRCULATION,  FLUCTUATION  AND  SALINITY 
DETERMINATIONS 

3.B.1  Water 

The  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  SEIS  contains  a  discussion  of  surface  waters  and  their  associated  quality. 
The  following  sections  discuss  the  proposed  action's  impact  on  various  components  of  the  water 
quality.  Tables  5.9-1,  5.9-2,  5.11-1,  5.11-2,  and  5.12-3  in  the  Draft  SEIS  compare  the  effects  of  the 
action  alternatives  on  water  resources. 

None  of  the  streams  located  within  the  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Draft  SEIS  project  corridor  are  listed 
on  the  state  303(d)  list. 

a)  Salinity 

No  site  specific  tests  for  salinity  have  been  performed.  However,  observations  of  streams  and 
wetlands  in  the  project  corridor  showed  no  saline  areas.  Although  velocities  are  slow,  water 
in  wetland  areas  is  continually  resupplied  and  drained  away.  There  are  no  known 
impoundment  areas  where  water  could  be  reasonably  expected  to  increase  in  salinity.  Such 
changes  would  most  likely  result  from  altering  the  hydraulic  regime  and  interconnection  of 
wetlands  and  streams  or  the  use  of  fill  materials  significantly  different  from  native  soils. 
Neither  of  these  changes  are  predicted  to  occur  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  action. 

b)  Water  Chemistry 

Although  no  site-specific  tests  have  been  performed,  there  is  no  reason  to  suspect  that  the 
proposed  action  would  significantly  alter  the  alkalinity,  hardness,  pH  level,  or  mineral 
concentration  in  surface  waters. 

c)  Suspended  Sediments 

Construction  could  cause  temporary,  localized,  minor  increases  in  suspended  sediments 
during  construction  activities,  especially  near  streams  where  fines  in  the  new  fill  material  are 
transported  from  the  disposal  sites  by  water  currents.  Stable,  granular  fill  materials  and 
appropriate  construction  methods  would  be  used  to  minimize  these  impacts. 

d)  Clarity 

During  the  placement  of  fill  materials  in  wetlands  and  streams,  there  may  be  temporary, 
localized  increases  in  turbidity.  These  increases  in  turbidity  would  be  very  minor  compared 
to  the  increases,  which  naturally  occur  after  heavy  rainstorms.  This  short-term  impact  would 
be  minimal.  However,  even  minor  increases  that  do  not  occur  with  a  corresponding  spike  in 
the  hydrograph  can  be  very  damaging  to  aquatic  ecosystems  (no  flushing  would  occur,  and 
gravels  could  be  smothered,  etc.).  The  use  of  appropriate  erosion  control  BMPs  will  help  to 
avoid  or  minimize  temporary,  localized  increases  in  turbidity. 
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e)  Color 

The  placement  of  fill  materials  in  wetlands  and  streams  could  disrupt  the  substrate  and 
increase  the  suspended  sediments  and  turbidity  in  the  water.  This  would  have  the  effect  of 
temporarily  and  locally  altering  the  color  of  the  waters  in  the  vicinity  of  the  construction 
activity,  especially  immediately  following  the  fill  placement.  This  change  in  color  would  be 
similar  to  the  change  in  color  during  the  spring  runoff  when  high  concentrations  of  sediments 
from  the  surrounding  drainages  give  the  water  a  milky  color. 

f)  Odor 

The  proposed  project  will  not  change  any  natural  odors  in  the  streams  or  wetlands. 

g)  Taste 

The  proposed  project  will  not  significantly  alter  the  taste  of  the  surface  water  or  the 
groundwater  in  the  project  area  precluding  any  unknown  spills  or  highly  abnormal  conditions. 

h)    Dissolved  Gas  Levels 

Improvements  are  not  expected  to  significantly  increase  the  turbulence  of  flows,  cause 
stagnation  in  streams  and  wetlands,  or  cause  other  changes  to  hydraulic  regimes;  therefore,  it 
is  unlikely  that  the  existing  dissolved  gas  levels  will  be  altered. 

i)     Nutrients 

Current  sources  of  nutrients  such  as  phosphorous  and  nitrogen  predominantly  come  from 
non-point  agricultural  sources,  and  other  naturally  occurring  high  organic  loads  such  as 
decaying  algae.  None  of  these  conditions  are  expected  to  be  affected  by  the  proposed  action 
and  since  the  hydrologic  properties  of  wetlands  and  surface  waters  throughout  the  project 
area  will  be  maintained  or  improved,  there  should  be  no  detrimental  impact  from  nutrient 
loading. 

j)     Eutrophication 

The  proposed  action  is  not  expected  to  contribute  significant  quantities  of  sediment  or 
nutrients  to  project  vicinity  surface  waters  or  wetlands.  The  waters  that  will  be  affected  by 
the  proposed  project  are  primarily  streams  and  wetlands,  not  lakes.  Streams  are  generally 
well  mixed  and  plant  growth  induced  by  excessive  nutrients  is  generally  not  a  problem  in  the 
project  corridor,  with  the  exception  of  the  segment  of  Ashley  Creek  that  flows  in  a  right-of- 
way  ditch.  Eutrophication  in  this  system  is  primarily  attributed  to  adjacent  land  uses,  which 
include  a  sawmill.  Relocation  of  this  stream  may  eliminate  sources  of  eutrophication; 
thereby  improving  the  system.  Wetlands  are,  by  their  nature,  already  subject  to 
eutrophication.  Since  there  will  be  no  significant  increase  in  nutrients  and  the  hydrologic 
properties  will  be  preserved,  there  are  no  anticipated  impacts  from  increased  eutrophication  to 
most  wetlands.  However,  when  small  hydrologically  isolated  wetlands  (potholes)  are 
partially  filled,  eutrophication  may  occur  more  rapidly. 

3.B.2  Current  Patterns  and  Circulation 

a)    Current  Patterns,  Drainage  Patterns,  Normal  and  Low  Flows 

During  final  design,  drainage  patterns  would  be  considered  and  culverts  and  ditches  would  be 
sized  and  located  to  adequately  convey  water  and  sediment  transport.  Where  appropriate, 
animal  crossings  would  also  be  considered. 
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b)  Velocity 

The  existing  structures  at  Ashley  Creek  and  Crow  Creek  are  inadequately  sized  to  handle 
high-flow  conditions.  The  streams  associated  with  undersized  crossing  structures  experience 
flooding  upstream  of  the  structure  during  high-flow  conditions,  causing  erosion  or  deposition 
and  widening  of  the  natural  channel.  Eroded  material  may  then  be  deposited  downstream, 
and  may  potentially,  in  combination  with  time  and  normal  sediment  transfer,  alter  the  course 
of  the  stream. 

All  of  the  proposed  bridge  structures  would  be  wider  than  the  existing  crossings.  This  is 
proposed  to  reduce  hydraulic  constrictions  on  the  stream  channel  and  to  improve  the 
hydrologic  connectivity  of  the  system  (interactions  between  the  stream,  its  floodplain,  and 
adjacent  wetlands).  An  increase  in  the  bridge  opening  will  allow  a  greater  flow  to  pass 
through  the  bridge  opening  during  storm  events.  This  has  the  potential  to  change  existing 
erosion  and  accretion  patterns  until  the  stream  system  re-equalizes  itself.  It  is  anticipated  that 
any  erosion  and  accretion  that  occurs  will  be  beneficial  because  the  system  is  being  returned 
to  a  more  natural  condition. 

c)  Stratification 

Proposed  improvements  are  not  expected  to  alter  the  current  stratification  of  waters  in  any  of 
the  streams  or  wetlands. 

d)  Hydrolopical  Regime 

All  of  the  bridges  that  will  be  replaced  under  all  of  the  action  alternatives  will  have  a  larger 
opening  associated  with  the  stream  channel.  Bridge  openings  will  be  widened  to  span  the 
stream  channel,  removing  any  existing  constrictions  to  flow.  This  will  allow  greater  flows 
through  the  structure,  especially  during  a  storm  event.  While  this  can  be  considered  a  change 
to  the  hydrologic  regime,  the  overall  effect  will  be  to  restore  the  hydrology  to  a  more  natural 
condition. 

e)  Aquifer  Recharge 

The  proposed  action  is  not  expected  to  have  any  adverse  effect  on  the  quality  or  extent  of  any 
aquifer  recharge. 

3.B.3  Normal  Water  Level  Fluctuations 

Bridge  openings  and  culverts  would  be  designed  to  accommodate  normal  water  level  fluctuations. 
Consideration  will  be  given  during  final  design  so  that  disruption  of  movement  of  aquatic  life 
indigenous  to  the  waterbody  will  be  minimal.  This  includes  designing  culverts  to  ensure  the  passage 
of  fish. 

3.B.4  Salinity  Gradients 

There  are  no  salinity  gradients  in  the  project  corridor;  therefore,  salinity  gradients  will  not  be  affected. 

3.B.5  Actions  Taken  to  Avoid  and  Minimize  Impacts 

This  section  describes  actions  taken  to  avoid  and  minimize  impacts  on  water  circulation,  fluctuations, 
and  water  levels.  Actions  described  in  Sections  3.A.6,  3.C.4,  and  3.D.5  are  also  appUcable. 

Under  all  action  alternatives,  stream  and  associated  floodplain  openings  at  the  Post  Creek,  Ninepipe 
Reservoir,  and  Crow  Creek  crossings  would  be  increased,  and  the  existing  roadway  fill  removed, 
improving  conveyance  and  floodplain  storage. 
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Under  all  of  action  alternatives  the  proposed  structures  would  increase  the  percentage  of  floodplain 
spanned  over  the  No-Action  Alternative.  Under  all  of  the  action  alternatives  the  proposed  structure  at 
the  Niinepipes  Reservoir  would  span  100  percent  of  the  existing  floodplain  and  would  require  no  net 
fill.  In  addition,  under  Alternative  Rural  7  the  proposed  structure  at  Cow  Creek  would  span  100 
percent  of  the  existing  floodplain,  and  would  require  no  net  fill.  For  sites  where  floodplain  fill  may 
occur,  the  quantity  of  fill  in  the  floodplain  would  be  determined  during  final  design  and  opportunities 
to  remove  fill  from  the  affected  floodplain  would  be  sought,  so  that  no  net  increase  in  floodplain  fill 
and  no  net  loss  in  floodplain  storage  capacity  would  occur. 

Bridge  and  culvert  openings  would  be  sized  to  accommodate  natural  water  level  fluctuations. 

3.C.  SUSPENDED  PARTICULATE/  TURBIDITY  DETERMINATIONS 

3.C.1  Expected  Changes  in  Suspended  Particulate  and  Turbidity  Levels  in  the  Vicinity 
of  the  Disposal  Site 

The  placement  of  fill  at  stream  channel  crossings  may  introduce  some  fine  materials  to  surface 
waters,  which  would  cause  temporary  increases  in  the  level  of  suspended  particulates  during 
construction.  The  placement  of  fill  may  re-suspend  bottom  sediments.  As  a  result,  turbidity  levels 
may  temporarily  increase  in  the  vicinity  of  stream  or  wetland  encroachments. 

Stormwater  runoff  from  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  streams  and  wetlands  can  also  transport  sediment  to 
the  surface  waters.  This  would  result  in  an  increase  in  suspended  particulates  and  turbidity  levels. 
Refer  to  Section  4  Actions  Taken  to  Avoid  and  Minimize  Impacts  for  measures  that  would  reduce 
sediment  transported  from  stormwater  runoff. 

3.C.2  Effects  on  Chemical  and  Physical  Properties  of  the  Water  Column 

a)  Light  Penetration 

Increased  levels  of  suspended  particulates  and  turbidity  in  the  surface  waters  near  the 
construction  site  can  also  decrease  the  amount  of  Ught  penetration.  These  impacts  would  be 
short-term  and  would  occur  only  temporarily  during  construction  activities. 

h)  Dissolved  Oxygen 

The  suspended  particulates  introduced  to  the  surface  waters  by  the  placement  of  soil  will  be 
for  the  most  part  inorganic.  Therefore,  no  additional  Biochemical  Oxygen  Demand  (BOD) 
should  occur.  In  addition,  the  proposed  action  should  not  result  in  any  increased  turbulence 
or  stagnation  of  the  surface  waters  to  the  point  of  affecting  the  dissolved  oxygen  levels. 

c)  Toxic  Metals  and  Organics 

Since  the  fill  materials  used  for  construction  will  be  suitable  for  highway  construction,  it 
should  be  free  of  high  organic  content  and  toxic  metals.  No  material  used  for  fill  within  the 
aquatic  ecosystem  will  be  taken  from  any  hazardous  material  site  identified  in  the  Hazardous 
Material  Section  of  the  draft  SEIS.  Any  identified  contamination  areas  within  the  corridor 
would  be  removed  and  disposed  of  or  treated  at  locations  designed  for  hazardous  material 
management. 

d)  Pathogens 

There  are  no  known  major  sources  of  viruses  or  pathogenic  organisms  in  the  project  area, 
although  livestock  and  wildUfe  waste  is  evident  in  places  throughout  the  corridor.  The  use  of 
clean,  inorganic  fill  material  would  prevent  the  introduction  of  pathogens  in  surface  waters. 
Whirling  disease  has  been  detected  in  the  Mission  Creek  watershed,  which  encompasses 
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Ashley  Creek,  Post  Creek,  and  the  unnamed  tributaries  to  Post  Creek.  The  history  of 
botulism  in  wetlands  associated  with  the  project  area  is  not  known. 

e)  Aesthetics 

The  proposed  project  would  affect  the  aesthetics  of  surface  water  in  the  project  area  in  a 
condition  similar  to  the  spring  runoff  conditions,  albeit  at  a  reduced  scale.  The  effects  would 
be  temporary,  localized,  and  occur  near  or  just  downstream  of  the  actual  construction 
activities.  The  expected  impacts  are  the  increased  suspended  particulate  levels  in  the  surface 
waters  near  the  placement  activity,  which  should  disperse  as  the  distance  from  the  source 
increases. 

3.C.3  Effects  on  Biota 

a)  Primary  Production,  Photosynthesis 

The  proposed  project  should  not  substantially  lower  the  rate  of  photosynthesis  and  primary 
productivity  in  surface  waters.  As  indicated  in  the  previous  section,  changes  in  suspended 
particulates  and  turbidity  levels  are  expected  to  be  localized  and  temporary.  These  conditions 
should  not  be  significant  enough  to  affect  the  level  of  dissolved  oxygen  in  the  surface  waters. 

b)  Sight  Feeders 

Sight  feeders  rely  on  clear  water  to  find  their  food.  Therefore,  they  would  be  affected  by  the 
short-term,  locaUzed  increases  in  suspended  particulates  and  turbidity  due  to  the  placement  of 
fill  materials.  Similar  to  filter  feeders,  excessive  sediment  can  bury  these  organisms,  abrade 
their  gills,  and  damage  their  habitat.  Suspended  particulates  and  turbidity  should  rapidly 
diminish  after  the  actual  placement  of  fill  materials,  allowing  quick  recovery  for  sight 
feeders. 

3.C.4  Actions  Taken  to  Avoid  and  Minimize  Impacts 

Actions  taken  to  avoid  and  minimize  impacts  on  suspended  particulate/turbidity  are  described  below. 
The  actions  described  in  Sections  3.A.6,  3.B.5,  and  3.D.5  are  also  applicable. 

MDT  and  the  contractor  would  obtain  an  NPDES  General  Permit  for  Discharge  from  Large  and  Small 
Construction  Activities  regulated  by  U.S.  EPA  and  CSKT  to  control  sediment  discharge  and  erosion 
during  construction  projects.  This  permit  is  required  to  protect  water  quality  and  requires  the 
completion  of  a  SWPPP.  The  SWPPP  requires  a  description  of  BMPs  and  stormwater  management 
controls  appropriate  for  the  construction  site  including  measures  to  reduce  soil  erosion,  reduce  site 
sediment  loss,  and  manage  some  of  the  more  common  construction-generated  wastes  and 
construction-related  toxic  materials.  Appropriate  BMPs  for  the  project  site  would  be  selected  from 
the  current  version  of  Erosion  and  Sediment  Control  Best  Management  Practices:  Reference  Manual, 
prepared  for  MDT  and  in  place  at  the  time  final  designs  are  completed.  At  a  minimum,  these  BMPs 
would  include  the  following  provisions: 

■  Minimize  area  and  duration  of  vegetation  and  soil  disturbance,  stabilize  site  soils, 
and  revegetate  areas  of  construction  disturbance 

■  Prevent  and  control  excessive  discharge  of  sediment  from  site 

■  Prevent  and  control  excessive  wind  erosion 

■  Control  and  minimize  off-site  tracking  of  sediments. 
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As  stated  previously,  stormwater  facilities  would  be  included  in  the  final  design  for  the  proposed 
project  to  reduce  the  long-term  impact  of  roadway  runoff  pollutants  on  sensitive  receiving  waters. 
Stormwater  facilities  would  be  maintained  to  ensure  their  continued  intended  function. 

3.D.  AQUATIC  ECOSYSTEM  AND  ORGANISM  DETERMINATIONS 
3.D.1  Effects  on  Special  Aquatic  Sites 

a)  Sanctuaries  and  Refuges 

The  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  project  crosses  through  the  Ninepipe  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
(Refuge).  All  alternatives  would  require  placement  of  fill  within  the  wetlands  within  the 
existing  right-of-way  through  the  Refuge,  with  the  exception  or  Rural  7,  which  would  not 
require  wetland  fill  in  the  Refuge.  Only  Alternatives  Rural  8  and  9  would  require  acquisition 
of  lands  from  the  Refuge  for  right-of-way  needs.  Alternatives  Rural  8  and  9  would  also 
require  slightly  more  placement  of  wetland  fill  than  the  other  action  alternatives. 

It  is  not  anticipated  that  the  placement  of  fill  will  adversely  affect  the  breeding,  spawning, 
migratory  movement  or  other  critical  life  requirements  of  resident  or  transient  fish  and 
wildlife  resources  within  the  Ninepipe  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  The  placement  of  fill  will 
not  result  in  any  unplanned,  easy  and  incompatible  human  access  to  remote  aquatic  areas 
within  the  refuge  nor  create  the  need  for  frequent  maintenance  activities.  The  placement  of 
fill  does  have  the  potential  to  result  in  the  establishment  of  invasive  plant  species  within  the 
existing  right-of-way.  This  can  be  minimized  through  the  use  of  approved  BMPs  and 
standard  MDT  maintenance  practices.  It  is  not  anticipated  that  the  placement  of  fill  will 
result  in  a  change  in  resource  needs  by  fish  and  wildUfe  that  would  require  changes  to  refuge 
management  practices.  However,  a  beneficial  impact  common  to  all  of  the  action  alternatives 
would  be  improved  hydrologic  connectivity  of  wetlands  within  the  Refuge  along  US  93. 

The  analyses  contained  in  Section  3.A,  3.B,  and  3.C  are  also  relevant  to  the  evaluation  of 
these  factors  within  the  Refuge. 

b)  Wetlands 

The  estimated  total  amount  of  wetlands  occurring  within  the  project  area  is  detailed  in  Table 
1.  Only  those  wetlands  completely  or  partially  located  within  the  proposed  project  right-of- 
way  were  delineated.  There  are  a  variety  of  wetland  resources  in  the  project  vicinity  that  are 
not  within  the  proposed  project  right-of-way. 

Tables  3  and  4  (Impacts  by  Wetland  Type  -  Rural)  identify  the  anticipated  permanent  and 
temporary  wetland  impacts  by  wetland  type  in  the  rural  portion  of  the  proposed  project. 
Tables  5  and  6  (Estimated  Impacts  by  Wetland  Type  -  Ronan)  identify  the  anticipated 
permanent  and  temporary  wetland  impacts  by  wetland  type  in  the  Ronan  segment  of  the 
proposed  project. 
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Estimated  permanent  wetland  impacts  in  hectares  (acres)  by  wedand  type  in  the 
rural  portion  of  the  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  project  corridor '. 


Alternative 

Estimated  Impacts  by 

Wetland  Type 

In  hectares  (acres) 

Riparian 

Pothole  Wetlands 

Irrigation 
Features 

Roadside 
Ditches 

Ninepipe 
Reservoir 

Total 

Group  1 

Group 

2 

Group  3 

No  Action 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Rural  1 

1.5  (3.6) 

0.8  (1.9) 

0.3 
(0.7) 

0.1  (0.4) 

0.7(1.8) 

1.5  (3.8) 

1.0  (2.6) 

6.0  (14.8) 

Rural  2 

1.5  (3.6) 

0.87 
(1.9) 

0.3 
(0.7) 

0.1  (0.4) 

0.8  (1.9) 

1.5  (3.8) 

1.0  (2.6) 

6.0  (14.9) 

Rural  3  (PA)^ 

1.5  (3.6) 

0.8  (1.9) 

03  (0.7) 

0.1  (04) 

0.8  (2.1) 

1.7  (4.3) 

1.0  (2.6) 

6.3  (15.5) 

Rural  4 

1.7(4.2) 

0.8  (1.9) 

0.3 
(0.7) 

0.1  (0.4) 

0.8  (2.1) 

1.8  (4.4) 

1.0  (2.6) 

6.5  (16.1) 

Rural  5 

1.8  (4.3) 

0.8  (1.9) 

0.3 
(0.7) 

0.1  (0.4) 

0.8  (2.1) 

1.5  (3.8) 

1.0  (2.6) 

6.4  (15.8) 

Rural  6 

1.7  (4.2) 

0.86 
(1.9) 

0.6 
(1.4) 

0.1  (0.4) 

1.2  (3.0) 

1.9  (4.8) 

1.0  (2.6) 

7.4  (18.2) 

Rural  7 

1.4  (3.5) 

0.2  (06) 

0.6 
(1.4) 

00  (0.1) 

0.8  (2.0) 

1.6  (4.0) 

0 

4.7  (11.7) 

Rural  8 

1 

2.01 
(4.9) 

1.1  (2.8)) 

0.4 
(1.1) 

0.2  (0.4) 

0.8  (2.0) 

1.8  (4.4) 

1.3  (3.2) 

7.6  (18.8) 

Rural  9 
Rural  10 

3.0  (7.4) 
1.5  (3.6) 

2.9  (7.2) 
0.8  (1.9) 

0.8 
(1.9) 

0.3 
(0.7) 

0.2  (0.5) 
0.1  (0.4) 

1.1  (2.7) 
0.8  (2.1) 

2.2  (5.3) 
1.5  (3.8) 

1.9  (4.7) 
1.0  (2.6) 

12.1  (29.8) 
6.1  (15.1) 

Source:  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Improvement  Project  SEIS. 

^   These  preliminary  estimates  represent  the  area  of  wetland  within  the  proposed  project  right-of-way  that  would  be  filled 

post-construction. 
^    The  inclusion  of  a  separate  bicycle/pedestrian  path  as  part  of  Alternative  3  (PA)  would  convert  up  to  1.7  hectares  (4.1 

acres)  of  temporary  impacts  to  permanent  impacts.  This  conversion  from  temporary  to  permanent  is  not  reflected  in  this 

table. 

Table  4.        Estimated  temporary  wetland  impacts  in  hectares  (acres)  by  wetland  type  in  the 
rural  portion  of  the  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  project  corridor  \ 


Alternative 

Estimated  Impacts  by  Wetland  Type 

in  hectares  (acres) 

Riparian 

Pothole  Wetlands 
Group  1        Group  2        Group  3 

Irrigation 
Features 

Roadside 
Ditches 

Ninepipe 
Reservoir 

Total 

No  Action 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Rural  1 

1.6  (4.0) 

3.0  (7.5) 

0.3  (0.7) 

0.0  (0.1) 

0.3  (0.7) 

0.6  (1.6) 

1.0  (2.4) 

6.9  (17.0) 

Rural  2 

1.6  (4.0) 

3.0  (7.5) 

0.3  (0.7) 

0.0  (0.1) 

0.3  (0.7) 

0.6  (1.6) 

1.0  (2.4) 

6.8  (16.9) 

Rural  3  (PA)"^ 

1.6  (4.0) 

3.0  (7.5) 

0.3  (0.7) 

0.0  (0.1) 

0.3  (0.7) 

0.6  (1.4) 

1.0  (2.4) 

6.8  (16.8) 

Rural  4 

1.4  (3.5) 

3.0  (7.5) 

0.3  (0.7) 

0.0  (0.1) 

0.3  (0.7) 

0.5(1.3) 

1.0  (2.4) 

6.6  (16.2) 

Rural  5 

1.6  (3.9) 

3.0  (7.5) 

0.3  (0.7) 

0.0  (0.1) 

0.3  (0.7) 

0.6(1.6) 

1.0  (2.4) 

6.8  (16.8) 

Rural  6 

1.4  (3.5) 

3.0  (7.5) 

0.3  (0.7) 

0.0  (0.1) 

0.3  (0.7) 

0.3(0.7) 

1.0  (2.4) 

6.2  (15.4) 

Rural  7 

1.6  (4.0) 

3.8  (9.5) 

0.4  (0.9) 

0.0  (0.1) 

0.2  (0.6) 

0.5(1.3) 

2.1  (5.2) 

8.7  (21.4) 

Rural  8 

1.4  (3.4) 

3.5(8.6)) 

0.4  (1.0) 

0.0  (0.1) 

0.3  (0.7) 

0.5(1.2) 

1.0  (2.6) 

7.1  (17.6) 

Rural  9 
Rural  10 

1.2  (2.9) 
1.6  (4.0) 

3.0  (7.5) 
3.0  (7.5) 

0.4(1.1) 
0.3  (0.7) 

0.0  (0.1) 
0.0  (0.1) 

0.3  (0.8) 
0.3  (0.7) 

0.2  (0.5) 
0.6  (1.6) 

1.1  (2.8) 
1.0  (2.5) 

6.3  (15.6) 
6.9  (17.0) 

Source:  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Improvement  Project  SEIS. 

^    These  preliminary  estimates  represent  the  area  of  wetland  within  the  proposed  project  right-of-way  that  would  be 

temporarily  affected  by  construction. 
^    The  inclusion  of  a  separate  bicycle/pedestrian  path  as  part  of  Alternative  3  (PA)  would  convert  up  to  1.7  hectares  (4.1 

acres)  of  temporary  impacts  to  permanent  impacts.  This  conversion  from  temporary  to  permanent  is  not  reflected  in  this 

table. 
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Estimated  permanent  impacts  in  hectares  (acres)  by  wetland  type  in  the 
Ronan  segment  of  the  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  project  corridor. 


Alternative 

Estimated  Impacts  by  Wetland 

Type  in  hectares  (acres) 

Riparian 

Potholes 

Irrigation          Roadside 
Features            Ditches 

Total 

Group  1 

Group  2 

Group  3 

No  Action 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0                       0 

0 

Ronan  1 

0 

NA 

0 

NA 

0.006  (0.014)            NA 

0.006 
(0.014) 

Ronan  2      ^M 

NA 

^^Q^M 

0.003  (0.008)            NA 

0.003 
(0.008) 

Ronan  3 

0 

NA 

0.005 
(0.012) 

NA 

0.002  (0.006)            NA 

0.007 
(0.018) 

Ronan  4  (PA) 

°fl 

^j^ 

-    0.005 
1  (0.012) 

,    0.002(0.006)            NA 

0.007 
(0.018) 

Ronan  5 

0 

NA 

0 

NA 

0                      NA 

0 

Note:  areas  expressed  to  2-4  decimal  places  indicate  the  small  size  of  the  wetland,  not  the  precision  of  delineation. 


Table  6.      Estimated  temporary  impacts  in  hectares  (acres)  by  wetland  type  in  the 
Ronan  segment  of  the  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  project  corridor. 


Alternative 

Estimated  Impacts  by  Wetland 

Type  in  hectares  (acres) 

Riparian 

Potholes 

Irrigation 
Features 

Roadside 
Ditches 

Total 

Group  1 

Group  2 

Group  3 

No  Action 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Ronan  1 

0.003 
(0.008) 

NA 

0 

NA 

0.0004 
(0.001) 

NA 

0.004 
(0.009) 

Ronan  2 
1 

0.07 
.      (0.018) 

NA 

0 

NA 

0.0004 
L        (0.001)         . 

NA 

0.008 
(0.019) 

Ronan  3 

0 

NA 

0.003 
(0.008) 

NA 

0.001  (0.003) 

NA 

0.004 
(0.011) 

Ronan  4  (PA) 

0 

NA 

0.003 
1  (0.008) 

NA 

0.001  (0.003) 

NA 

0.004 
(0.011) 

Ronan  5 

0 

NA 

0 

NA 

0 

NA 

0 

Note:  areas  expressed  to  2-4  decimal  places  indicate  the  small  size  of  the  wetland,  not  the  precision  of  delineation. 

Impacts  on  wetlands  within  the  project  corridor  vary  between  the  10  different  rural  action 
alternatives  and  the  5  different  Ronan  action  alternatives.  Table  7  (Total  Estimated  Wetland 
Impacts)  identifies  the  estimated  permanent  and  temporary  wetlands  impacts  for  each  rural 
action  alternative,  urban  action  alternative,  and  the  No- Action  Alternative. 

In  response  to  numerous  comments  on  the  draft  SEIS  the  project  proponents  have  agreed  to 
include  a  separate  bicycle/pedestrian  path.  Construction  of  this  path  would  convert  up  to  1.7 
hectares  (4.1  acres)  of  temporary  impacts  already  addressed  herein  to  permanent  impacts. 

Impact  avoidance  and  minimization  measures  as  well  as  compensatory  mitigation  are 
discussed  in  Section  3.D.5  of  this  evaluation. 
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Table  7.      Total  Estimated  Wetland  Impacts. 


Alternative 

Estimated  Wetland  Impacts  in  hectares  (acres) 

^^H  No-Action  ^^^m 

Permanent 
^B    0.00(0.00)      1 

Temporary 

Total 
^^^^^L      0.00(0.00)    ^^^^H 

Rural  1 

6.0  (14.8) 

6.9  (17.0) 

12.9(31.8)  ^^^^n 

^H    Rural  2    ^^M 

^H     6.0  (14.9)       1 

^^^^B     6.8  (16.9)       ■ 

^^^^^B      12.9(31.8)  ^^^^H 

Rural  3  (PA)^ 

6.3  (15.5) 

6.8  (16.8) 

13.1  (32.3)                         ] 

I           Rural  4           ■ 

^B     6.5(16.1)       1 

^^^^B      6.6  (16.2)       B 

M^^^B      13.1(32.3)   ^^^^Bl 

Rural  5 

6.4  (15.8) 

6.8  (16.8) 

13.2(32.6)  ^^^^^ 

^K  Rural  6  ^^H 

^H     7.4  (18.2)       1 

^^^^B     6.2                 ■ 

^^^^H       13.6(33.6)  ^^^^H 

Rural  7 

4.7(11.7) 

8.7  (21.4) 

13.4(33.1)                         1 

^^F  Rural  8  ^^H 

^B     7.6  (18.8)       1 

^B^B     7.1                ■ 

IB^^^B       14.7(36.4)    ^^^^B 

Rural  9 

12.1  (29.8) 

6.3  (15.6) 

18.4(45.4)  ^^^^^ 

^H  Rural  10  ^^H 

^H     6.1(15.1)       1 

^^^^     6.9                 ■ 

^^^^^      13.0(32.1)  ^^^^H 

Ronan  1 

0.004  (0.01) 

0.004  (0.01) 

0.01(0.02) 

^^V  Ronan  2  ^^^| 

^B   0.004(0.01)     1 

^B^B    0.008(0.02)     fl 

■^^^B      0.01(0.03)   ^^^^H 

Ronan  3 

0.008  (0.02) 

0.004  (0.01) 

0.01(0.03)                         1 

1       Ronan  4  (PA)      ■ 

^B  0.008(0.02)     1 

^^^^B   0.004(0.01)    ■ 

^^^^^B    0.01(0.03)  ^^^^H 

Ronan  5 

0.00  (0.00) 

0.00  (0.00) 

0.00  (0.00) 

Note:  areas  expressed  to  2-4 
^  The  inclusion  of  a  separate 
acres)  of  temporary  impacts 
table. 


decimal  places  indicate  the  small  size  of  the  wetland,  not  the  precision  of  delineation, 
bicycle/pedestrian  path  as  part  of  Alternative  3  (PA)  would  convert  up  to  1.7  hectares  (4.1 
to  permanent  impacts.  This  conversion  from  temporary  to  permanent  is  not  reflected  in  this 


c)  Mud  Flats 

There  are  no  mud  flats  in  the  project  area,  and  the  proposed  project  will  not  create  any  new 
mud  flats. 


d)  Vegetated  Shallows 

These  are  areas  that  are  permanently  inundated  and  support  rooted,  aquatic  vegetation.  These 
areas  are  generally  classified  as  wetlands.  There  are  no  vegetated  shallows  in  the  project 
corridor,  and  the  proposed  project  will  not  create  any  new  vegetated  shallows. 

e)  Riffle  and  Pool  Complexes 

Riffle  and  pool  complexes  occur  when  the  gradient  of  the  stream  channel  varies  from  steep  to 
shallow.  Within  the  project  corridor.  Post  Creek  is  the  only  stream  with  riffle  and  pool 
complexes.  The  habitat  within  the  project  corridor  is  mainly  riffle  habitat  with  lateral  scour 
pools  and  deeper  pools  under  the  Post  Creek  bridge  on  US  93.  Post  Creek  is  a  tributary  to 
Mission  Creek  which  is  part  of  the  larger  Lower  Flathead  River  Watershed. 

The  primary  potential  impacts  on  riffle  and  pool  complexes  within  the  Post  Creek  channel 
would  occur  during  removal  of  the  existing  bridge.  Cofferdams  may  be  installed  to  isolate 
the  existing  bridge  abutments  from  the  stream  channel  during  their  removal.  Cofferdams  are 
described  in  Section  2.F.2.  After  the  existing  bridge  structure  is  removed  the  stream  channel 
would  be  stabilized  to  maintain  its  current  alignment  and  configuration  and  impacts  on  the 
existing  riffle  and  pool  complexes  are  not  expected. 

3.D.2  Effects  on  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species  and  Their  Habitats 

The  Biological  Assessment:  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Improvement  Project  (Herrera  2005b)  has  been 

submitted  to  the  USFWS,  and  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  and  MDT  have  since  completed 

the  formal  consultation  process  for  the  proposed  project.  The  USFWS  issued  a  biological  opinion  on 

August  29,  2005  for  the  effects  to  the  threatened  bull  trout  and  grizzly  bear  due  to  the  proposed 
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project  (USFWS  2005),  and  issued  a  biological  opinion  on  June  27,  2006  for  the  effects  to  bull  trout 
critical  habitat  (USFWS  2006).  Consultation  for  these  species  remains  valid  for  the  proposed  project. 

Nine  listed  species  may  occur  in  the  project  area;  however,  for  several  species,  there  is  no  suitable 
habitat  and  they  are  not  known  in  the  project  area.  These  species  include  Ute  ladies '-tress,  water 
howellia,  slender  moonwort,  Canada  lynx,  and  Spalding's  catchfly.  Therefore,  these  species  are  not 
further  addressed  in  this  section.  On  July  9,  2007  the  bald  eagle  was  removed  from  the  Ust  of 
threatened  and  endangered  wildlife  under  the  ESA  by  the  USFWS.  Although  the  404  (b)(1) 
evaluation  in  the  draft  SEIS  included  a  thorough  analysis  of  impacts  to  bald  eagles  as  a  result  of  this 
project,  they  are  no  longer  discussed  in  this  section  on  threatened  and  endangered  species  due  to  the 
recent  delisting.  For  information  regarding  bald  eagles  in  the  project  vicinity  see  Section  3.D.3 
Effects  on  Other  Animals.  Grizzly  bear,  gray  wolf,  and  bull  trout  also  may  occur  in  the  project  area 
or  there  is  suitable  habitat  for  theses  species  in  the  project  corridor.  Additional  information  on  these 
species  is  provided  below. 

a]  Grizzly  Bears 

The  project  corridor  is  located  on  the  western  front  of  the  Northern  Continental  Divide  grizzly  bear 
recovery  area,  which  roughly  corresponds  with  the  northern  Rocky  Mountain  Range.  While  the 
project  corridor  is  not  located  within  the  recovery  area,  grizzly  bears  range  into  the  Ninepipe/Ronan 
area  in  the  spring  (May  30)  through  late  fall  (end  of  October)  (Becker  2003c  personal 
communication). 

The  Ninepipe/Ronan  area  provides  a  variety  of  foraging  opportunities  including  eggs,  small 
mammals,  succulent  aquatic  vegetation  and  tubers.  In  summer  1998,  a  bear  was  observed  foraging  at 
the  reservoir  edge  after  the  water  had  receded  and  was  later  determined  to  have  been  foraging  on 
snails  (Becker  2003a  personal  communication).  There  is  some  evidence  that  bears  are  particularly 
attracted  to  the  area  when  mouse  populations  in  the  wildlife  management  grasslands  are  peaking, 
approximately  every  five  years. 

The  habitat  appears  to  provide  an  escape  area  for  young  dispersing  males  or  females  with  cubs 
evading  aggressive  male  bears.  The  number  of  grizzly  bears  in  the  area  is  highly  variable  and 
generally  ranges  from  1  to  4  individuals.  Grizzly  bears  likely  access  the  area  from  the  Mission 
Mountains  via  the  Post  Creek  riparian  area  and  perhaps  the  Crow  Creek  riparian  area.  Once  they  are 
in  the  area,  many  bears  are  compelled  to  cross  US  93.  In  addition,  bears  reported  in  the  Moiese  Hills 
west  of  Charlo  likely  cross  US  93  in  the  Ninepipe/Ronan  area.  One  grizzly  bear  has  been  struck  and 
killed  in  the  Ninepipe/Ronan  area  in  the  last  5  years.  Two  were  killed  in  the  Post  Creek  vicinity  in 
the  same  general  location  in  2001  and  2002. 

Some  bears  in  the  Ninepipe/Ronan  area  appear  to  use  the  habitat  around  the  refuge  without  dispersing 
much  farther  west.  There  is  limited  habitat  available  west  of  the  project  vicinity,  and  the  risk  of 
human-bear  conflicts  is  greater. 

Effects  of  the  action  alternatives  on  grizzly  bears  include  an  increased  risk  of  human-bear  conflicts 
during  construction,  disturbance  of  foraging  habits  during  construction,  minor  loss  of  habitat,  a 
potential  decrease  in  habitat  value  for  some  areas  adjacent  to  the  corridor,  a  period  of  continued 
mortality  on  the  roadway  until  bears  learn  to  use  the  new  structures,  and  an  impediment  to  grizzly 
bear  movement  through  the  corridor  for  some  individual  bears. 

All  of  the  action  alternatives  would  require  temporary  construction  staging  areas,  including  offices 
and  lodging,  which  may  attract  bears  if  food  is  not  properly  stored  and  disposed.  Alternatives  with 
wider  lane  configurations  (Alternative  Rural  8  and  Alternative  Rural  9)  may  require  slightly  longer  to 
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construct  and  so  staging  areas  may  be  required  for  a  longer  period  of  time.  However,  contractors  and 
construction  crews  would  be  instructed  on  the  need  and  techniques  for  proper  sanitation  in  grizzly 
bear  habitat,  and  all  grizzly  bear  sightings  would  be  reported  to  Tribal  Wildlife  Program  biologists. 

Construction  activities  in  the  project  corridor  may  cause  grizzly  bears  to  avoid  foraging  habitats  near 
construction  sites.  Alternatives  with  wider  lane  configurations  (Alternative  Rural  8  and  Alternative 
Rural  9)  would  disturb  a  larger  area  and  may  deter  bears  from  a  greater  area  of  habitat.  Construction 
of  the  raised  parkway  under  Alternative  Rural  7  would  likely  require  a  longer  construction  period  to 
complete  than  the  other  alternatives  due  to  the  extended  length  of  raised  roadway  and  subsequent 
removal  of  the  existing  roadway,  which  may  deter  bears  for  a  longer  period  of  time  than  required  for 
the  other  action  alternatives.  Because  the  habitat  in  the  project  area  does  not  represent  key  habitat  for 
the  survival  of  bears  in  the  region  and  use  of  the  area  is  highly  variable  and  unpredictable  from  year 
to  year,  disruption  of  grizzly  bear  access  to  project  area  habitats  is  expected  to  have  a  minor  effect  on 
bears  (Becker  2003a  personal  communication). 

Large  amounts  of  roadway  fill  would  be  removed  below  the  raised  parkway  to  restore  and  reconnect 
habitat  and  would  require  extensive  hauling  to  dispose  of  the  excavated  material.  Disposal  locations 
have  not  yet  been  identified.  Alternative  Rural  7  is  expected  to  generate  the  greatest  amount  of  fill 
requiring  disposal,  which  may  cause  additional  impacts  on  bears  depending  on  the  location  of  offsite 
disposal.  As  long  as  disposal  sites  are  not  in  or  near  habitats  frequented  by  bears,  i.e.,  apple  orchards, 
riparian  corridors,  or  the  Ninepipe  National  WildUfe  Refuge,  activities  at  disposal  sites  would  not 
have  a  substantial  effect  on  bears. 

The  proposed  project  would  result  in  the  minor  loss  of  habitat  areas  in  the  corridor  that  may  support 
use  by  bears.  Bears  are  most  Ukely  to  use  the  wildlife  management  grasslands,  fruit  trees,  and  some 
wetlands  with  tuberous  species.  Therefore,  action  alternatives  with  the  greatest  impacts  on  wetlands 
and  wildUfe  management  grasslands  would  have  the  greatest  effect  on  grizzly  bears  (Alternatives 
Rural  8  and  9).  Although  the  Preliminary  Preferred  Alternative  includes  a  passing  lane  in  a  portion  of 
the  Ninepipe  segment,  construction  would  mostly  occur  within  the  existing  right-of-way,  and  few 
new  areas  of  grassland  would  be  directly  affected.  Loss  of  habitat  in  the  project  area  would  likely 
have  a  minor  effect  on  bears  given  the  nature  of  their  use  of  the  area  (limited  and  highly  variable  from 
year  to  year).  Further,  this  habitat  does  not  represent  key  habitat  important  for  the  survival  of  bears  in 
the  region  (Becker  2003a  personal  communication).  Because  bears  generally  avoid  roadways,  a 
greater  area  of  habitat  would  be  reduced  in  value  with  the  operation  of  a  wider  roadway  surface.  This 
impact  would  be  greatest  for  the  wider  lane  configuration  (Alternatives  Rural  8  and  9)  because  the 
zone  of  influence  would  comprise  a  greater  area. 

Under  existing  conditions,  bears  must  cross  over  the  roadway  to  access  habitats  on  the  west  side  of 
the  corridor.  Some  bears  appear  to  regularly  cross  the  US  93  corridor  in  the  Ninepipe  area.  Direct 
effects  of  roadway  projects  usually  include  a  contribution  to  the  impediment  of  wildlife  movement 
through  the  road  corridor  and  increased  risk  of  mortality  associated  with  wildlife/vehicle  collisions. 
However,  the  proposed  action  includes  several  wildlife  crossing  areas  aimed  at  reducing 
fragmentation  of  habitats  in  the  project  area,  facilitating  wildlife  movement  through  the  corridor,  and 
preventing  wildlife/vehicle  mortality.  The  effectiveness  of  these  structures  in  reducing  or  preventing 
grizzly  bear/vehicle  mortality  and  providing  grizzly  bears  access  to  habitats  on  the  other  side  of  the 
roadway  is  unknown.  In  Canada,  researchers  have  documented  limited  use  of  crossing  structures 
underneath  the  Trans  Canada  Highway  and  grizzly  bears  have  been  observed  digging  under  fencing 
or  circumventing  fencing  to  cross  over  the  roadway  (Clevenger  1998;  Gibeau  and  Heuer  1996). 
Similar  results  were  presented  in  Florida,  where  black  bears  preferred  to  cross  roadways  beyond  the 
fenced  areas  (Roof  and  Wooding  1996). 

US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Improvement  Project  35  Skillings-Connolly 

MDTNH-F5-1(9)6F 

Control  No.  B744 


Draft  404(b)(1)  Evaluation 


The  proposed  project  does  not  include  fencing  in  the  Ninepipe  segment,  so  bears  would  not  be 
precluded  from  crossing  over  the  roadway.  Therefore,  at  least  in  the  near-term  as  bears  learn  to  use 
the  crossing  areas,  the  level  of  risk  of  bear/vehicle  mortality  may  not  change.  However,  as  traffic 
levels  in  the  corridor  increase,  the  barrier  effect  of  the  road  is  likely  to  increase,  deterring  more 
individuals  from  attempting  to  cross  over  the  road  and  further  disrupting  movement  patterns. 
Conversely,  this  deterrence  would  also  likely  reduce  the  level  of  mortality  for  all  wildlife  in  the 
corridor. 

Several  structures  in  the  project  corridor  would  be  located  on  protected  lands  managed  specifically 
for  wildlife,  further  improving  the  potential  for  their  use  by  bears.  Alternatively,  if  bears  are  attracted 
to  the  wildUfe  crossing  structures,  more  individuals  may  choose  to  access  habitats  on  the  west  side  of 
the  corridor,  which  could  render  them  susceptible  to  human-bear  conflicts.  In  general,  the  CSKT 
Wildlife  Program  tries  not  to  influence  or  encourage  bear  movements  to  the  west  side  of  the  corridor, 
because  habitat  quality  is  low  and  there  is  an  increased  risk  of  human-bear  conflicts  (Becker  2003a 
personal  communication). 

Because  of  the  wide  range  of  variables  (traffic  levels,  quality  of  habitat,  structure  type  and  length, 
proximity  of  human  threats  or  threats  by  adult  male  bears,  availability  of  cover,  etc.)  that  influence  a 
bears  decision  to  cross  a  road  corridor  or  use  a  crossing  structure  (bridge  or  culvert)  it  is  not  possible 
to  predict  the  optimum  structure  for  grizzly  bear  or  other  wildlife  use  in  the  project  corridor.  All  of 
the  major  structure  options  proposed  for  the  action  alternatives,  including  those  proposed  for  the 
Preliminary  Preferred  Alternative,  include  a  range  of  structure  types  (short  bridges,  extended  bridges, 
and  enlarged  culverts)  to  accommodate  passage  by  large  animals. 

The  Biological  Assessment:  US  93  SEIS  Ninepipe/Ronan  Improvement  Project  (Herrera  2005b) 
provides  additional  analysis  of  indirect  and  cumulative  impacts,  interrelated  and  interdependent 
actions,  and  coordination  measures  to  minimize  impacts  to  grizzly  bears.  The  USFWS  determined 
that  the  proposed  project  would  not  be  likely  to  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  the  North 
Continental  Divide  Ecosystem  population  of  grizzly  bears. 

b)  Gray  Wolf 

There  are  no  known  den  or  rendezvous  sites  in  the  project  corridor  and  no  packs  are  present  in  the 
project  vicinity  (Soukkala  2001  personal  communication;  USFWS  et  al.  2002).  Wolves  are  reported 
sporadically  in  the  Flathead  Valley,  although  most  observations  are  reported  from  the  vicinity  of  MT 
200  or  the  base  of  the  Mission  Mountains  (Becker  2003a  personal  communication;  Soukkala  2001 
personal  communication). 

Wolf  use  of  the  Ninepipe  Area  is  not  reported  (Becker  2003a  personal  communication;  Soukkala 
2001  personal  communication).  Wolves  do  cross  the  US  93  corridor  and  are  primarily  reported  to 
cross  in  the  Evaro  area.  However,  wolves  could  use  the  Post  Creek  riparian  area  as  a  travel  corridor 
and  attempt  to  cross  the  US  93  corridor  at  that  location. 

Construction  of  the  action  alternatives  would  not  directly  affect  wolf  packs  or  denning  activities  as 
there  are  no  reports  of  this  type  of  activity  in  the  project  area.  Individual  wolves  may  enter  the  Post 
Creek  area  to  cross  US  93,  but  crossings  by  wolves  in  this  area  are  not  currently  reported. 
Construction  activities  for  all  action  alternatives  may  deter  wolves  from  the  project  area  should  an 
individual  attempt  to  cross  the  highway  corridor  within  the  Post  Creek  riparian  area. 

Gray  wolves  are  not  reported  to  cross  the  US  93  corridor  in  the  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  project  area; 
therefore,  operation  of  the  action  alternatives  is  not  expected  to  affect  wolves.  Further,  should  gray 
wolves  pursue  opportunities  to  cross  the  US  93  corridor  in  the  project  area,  proposed  crossing 
structures  would  facilitate  their  ability  to  make  a  safe  and  secure  crossing. 
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The  sizes  and  locations  of  the  proposed  crossing  structures  were  determined  based  on  structures  that 
are  functioning  in  other  locations  for  similar  target  species.  Therefore,  all  of  the  proposed  structure 
options  meet  the  minimum  requirements  to  facilitate  wildlife  movement  through  the  corridor  for  the 
species  targeted  for  the  crossing  site. 

c]  Bull  Trout 

Bull  trout  may  occur  in  the  project  area  in  Post  Creek.  Historically  the  Mission  Creek  drainage, 
including  Post  Creek,  was  one  of  the  most  important  spawning  tributaries  for  bull  trout  residing 
between  Flathead  Lake  and  the  Clark  Fork  River  (CSKT  2000). 

There  is  little  information  available  on  the  life  history  of  bull  trout  residing  in  Post  Creek.  It  is 
assumed  that  bull  trout  using  Post  Creek  have  always  been  of  the  migratory  form  (CSKT  2000). 
McDonald  Reservoir,  located  at  the  headwaters  of  Post  Creek,  currently  supports  an  isolated, 
migratory  population  of  bull  trout.  This  population  spawns  in  Post  Creek  above  the  reservoir.  Redd 
counts  have  averaged  23  redds  per  year  since  1986  (MBTSG  1996). 

Actual  occurrence  within  Post  Creek  below  the  reservoir  is  not  well  known.  Electroshocking  of  the 
mainstem  of  Post  Creek  has  produced  very  few  bull  trout,  and  less  than  50  individuals  are  assumed  to 
use  the  stream  (CSKT  2000).  In  general,  numbers  are  thought  to  increase  from  the  mouth  of  the 
creek  to  the  headwaters  near  McDonald  Reservoir  (Evarts  2003  personal  communication).  It  is  not 
known  if  the  bull  trout  present  are  a  result  of  outmigration  from  McDonald  Reservoir,  migrants  from 
the  Jocko  River  population  that  have  entered  through  the  Pablo  feeder  canal  (the  Pablo  feeder  canal  is 
an  irrigation  canal  that  intercepts  numerous  streams  in  the  project  vicinity  and  may  transport  fish  from 
other  systems  into  Post  Creek),  or  individuals  migrating  from  the  Flathead  River.  Captures  of  bull 
trout  immediately  below  the  dam  suggest  that  the  McDonald  Reservoir  population  exports  individuals 
into  Post  Creek,  but  the  low  numbers  found  in  the  stream  suggest  that  bull  trout  are  not  successfully 
spawning  below  the  reservoir  (CSKT  2000).  Three  individuals  were  captured  in  1984  and  1985 
moving  from  the  Flathead  River  into  Mission  Creek  (USDOE  1986),  but  movement  into  Post  Creek 
was  considered  unlikely  due  to  degraded  water  quality  in  the  lower  reaches.  There  is  not  enough 
information  to  determine  the  status  of  the  species  in  Post  Creek  below  the  dam,  but  occurrence  of 
small  numbers  within  the  project  reach  is  assumed.  Little  spawning  and  rearing  habitat  occurs  in  the 
area  of  US  93  and  use  of  the  stream  in  this  area  is  most  likely  limited  to  migration. 

The  primary  effects  of  construction  on  bull  trout  for  all  action  alternatives  are  associated  with 
construction  of  the  wildlife  crossing  structures  at  Post  Creek.  The  risk  of  increased  deposition  of 
eroded  sediments  in  Post  Creek  and  its  tributaries  would  be  greatest  for  Alternative  Rural  7,  followed 
by  the  other  rural  action  alternatives.  This  is  attributed  to  the  extent  of  roadway  fill  that  would  be 
removed  to  construct  the  multi-span  structures.  Implementation  of  BMPs  and  erosion  control 
methods  would  reduce  but  not  eliminate  sediment  input  to  Post  Creek  during  construction. 

The  Biological  Assessment:  US  93  SEIS  Ninepipe/Ronan  Improvement  Project  (Herrera  2005b) 
provides  additional  analysis  of  indirect  and  cumulative  impacts,  interrelated  and  interdependent 
actions,  and  coordination  measures  to  minimize  impacts  to  bull  trout.  The  USFWS  determined  that 
the  proposed  project  would  not  be  likely  to  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  the  Columbia  Basin 
distinct  population  segment  of  bull  trout. 

d]_  Bull  Trout  Critical  Habitat 

Bull  trout  critical  habitat  was  proposed  for  the  Klamath  River  and  Columbia  River  distinct  population 
segments  in  November  2002.  Within  this  project's  action  area.  Post  Creek  was  included  in  the 

US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Improvement  Project  37  Skillings-Connolly 

IVIDTNH-F5-1(9)6F 

Control  No.  B744 


Draft  404(b)(1)  Evaluation 


proposed  rule  for  critical  habitat.  However,  when  the  final  critical  habitat  designation  was  issued  in 
October  2004,  no  critical  habitat  for  bull  trout  in  Montana  was  included. 

On  September  26,  2005  the  USFWS  again  designated  critical  habitat  for  the  Klamath  River, 
Columbia  River,  Jarbidge  River,  Coastal-Puget  Sound,  and  Saint  Mary-Belly  River  populations  of 
bull  trout  in  the  coterminous  United  States  pursuant  to  the  Act.  This  final  designation  totals 
approximately  6,161  kilometers  (3,828  miles)  of  streams,  57,958  hectares  (143,218  acres)  of  lakes  in 
Idaho,  Montana,  Oregon,  and  Washington,  and  1,585  kilometers  (985  miles)  of  shoreline  paralleUng 
marine  habitat  in  Washington.  This  rule  became  effective  October  26,  2005  and  includes  areas  in 
Montana  that  were  not  included  in  the  October  2004  designation,  including  Post  Creek. 

The  Biological  Assessment:  US  93  SEIS  Ninepipe/Ronan  Improvement  Project  (Herrera  2005b)  was 
completed  prior  to  the  designation  of  critical  habitat  within  the  project  area.  Consultation  was 
reinitated  with  the  USFWS  to  address  effects  of  the  project  on  bull  trout  critical  habitat  in  November 
2005. 

Critical  habitat  consists  of  physical  and  biological  features  essential  to  the  conservation  of  the  species 
(primary  constituent  elements  [PCEs])  and  that  may  require  special  management  considerations  or 
protection.  When  assessing  potential  effects  on  bull  trout  critical  habitat,  biologists  provide  an 
analysis  of  effects  on  the  PCEs  and  related  habitat  indicators.  Eight  PCEs  have  been  established  for 
bull  trout  critical  habitat.  The  proposed  action  alternatives  will  impact  three  of  these. 

Analysis  for  the  proposed  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  improvement  project  found  that  activities 
associated  with  this  project  were  likely  to  result  in  short-term  impacts  to  the  habitat  indicators 
sediment,  substrate  embeddedness,  and  streambank  conditions  but  would  ultimately  maintain  or 
improve  these  indicators  in  the  long-term.  These  impacts  are  anticipated  to  result  in  a  minor  short- 
term  degradation  and  a  long-term  restoration  of  the  sediment  and  substrate  embeddedness  indicator 
and  subsequent  PCE  3,  substrates  of  sufficient  amount,  size,  and  composition  to  ensure  success  of  egg 
and  embryo  overwinter  survival,  fry  emergence,  and  young-of-the-year  and  juvenile  survival.  These 
impacts  are  also  anticipated  to  result  in  a  minor  short-term  degradation  and  a  long-term  restoration  of 
the  streambank  conditions  at  least  within  the  immediate  project  area.  Effects  on  subsequent  PCE  1, 
water  temperatures  that  support  bull  trout  use,  would  likely  remain  unchanged  while  effects  on 
subsequent  PCE  2,  complex  stream  channels  with  features  such  as  woody  debris,  side  channels, 
pools,  and  undercut  banks  to  provide  a  variety  of  depths,  velocities,  and  instream  structure,  would 
likely  improve  because  fill  would  be  removed  from  the  floodplain  at  the  bridge  crossing.  The  project 
would  also  result  in  long-term  degradation  of  habitat  indicator  road  density  and  location.  However, 
there  are  no  subsequent  PCEs  for  this  indicator.  The  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  action  are 
not  discountable,  insignificant,  or  entirely  beneficial.  As  such,  the  proposed  action  alternatives  may 
affect  and  are  likely  to  adversely  affect  critical  habitat  for  bull  trout  in  Post  Creek. 

3.D.3  Effects  on  Other  Animals 

The  assorted  grasslands,  wetlands,  and  uplands  in  the  US  93  SEIS  Ninepipe/Ronan  project  corridor 
provide  excellent  habitat  for  a  diversity  of  mammals,  birds,  amphibians,  and  fish  species. 

The  primary  effects  on  animals  will  result  from  construction  activities.  Increased  noise,  increased 
human  activity,  vegetation  removal,  and  operation  of  large  equipment  during  construction  would 
result  in  the  displacement  or  elimination  of  wildlife  within  the  project  corridor  and  adjacent  suitable 
habitats.  Roadway  reconstruction  would  also  result  in  the  direct  loss  of  upland  and  wetland  wildlife 
habitat.  The  majority  of  habitat  affected  is  within  the  right-of-way  and  is  already  of  lesser  value  to 
wildlife.  The  expected  benefits  of  the  proposed  project  for  animals  include:  reduced  fragmentation  of 
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upland  and  wetland  habitats  in  the  road  corridor;  reduced  mortality  of  terrestrial  wildlife  from 
vehicular  collisions;  and  increased  crossings  of  the  road  corridor  by  wildlife. 

Five  rare  species  of  birds  and  one  rare  species  of  fish  are  known  to  occur  within  the  vicinity  of  the 
project  area.  The  common  loon  has  been  observed  in  the  project  area,  but  there  are  no  known  nesting 
loons  present.  The  Caspian  tern  has  been  observed  in  the  project  area,  but  there  are  no  known 
breeding  terns  present.  It  is  anticipated  that  impacts  to  both  of  these  species  will  be  Umited  to 
avoidance  of  the  project  area  due  to  construction  activity  disturbance.  Forster's  tern  nests  in  the 
project  area  and,  in  some  years,  is  reported  to  use  the  small  islands  adjacent  to  the  Ninepipe  Reservoir 
bridge  on  US  93.  Initiation  of  construction  activities  during  the  nesting  period  could  cause  adult  terns 
to  abandon  their  nest,  resulting  in  the  loss  of  that  year's  young.  Trumpeter  swans  do  not  nest  in  the 
project  area  and  areas  where  they  are  currently  concentrating  are  a  sufficient  distance  from  the 
corridor  that  construction  activities  for  all  action  alternatives  are  not  expected  to  affect  them  (Becker 
2003a  personal  communication). 

A  nesting  pair  of  bald  eagles  occurs  approximately  0.8  km  (0.5  miles)  from  the  corridor  (Morrison- 
Maierle  1995;  Becker  2003b  personal  communication).  Under  all  of  the  action  alternatives,  no  direct 
effects  on  nesting  bald  eagles  are  expected  as  a  result  of  construction.  Nest  sites  in  the  project  area 
are  a  sufficient  distance  from  the  corridor  that  construction  activities  are  not  expected  to  disrupt 
nesting  activities.  The  wintering  period  for  bald  eagles  is  generally  between  October  31  and  March 
31.  Construction  activities  typically  shut  down  for  the  majority  of  this  time  period,  although  this  may 
vary  from  year  to  year.  Construction  in  the  winter  season,  prior  to  freeze-up,  may  cause  eagles  to 
avoid  the  immediate  project  corridor,  but  is  not  expected  to  preclude  them  from  foraging 
opportunities.  Construction  activities  would  cease  during  the  freeze-up  period  in  the  winter  season; 
therefore,  no  effect  on  wintering  bald  eagles  is  expected  during  this  time  period.  Construction  may 
resume  once  the  region  has  largely  thawed,  but  by  this  time  eagles  are  expected  to  be  returning  to 
their  nesting  territories  and  are  not  expected  to  be  affected  by  construction  activities.  While  the 
species  of  concern  designation  affords  no  protection,  the  bald  eagle  is  protected  under  the  Bald  and 
Golden  Eagle  Protection  Act.  Newly  issued  National  Bald  Eagle  Management  Guidelines  (USFWS 
2007)  will  be  followed  to  protect  this  species. 

Westslope  cutthroat  trout  are  not  known  to  occur  in  the  project  area,  but  are  present  in  the  headwaters 
of  Crow  Creek.  If  these  species  are  present  downstream  of  the  project  corridor,  they  could  be 
affected  by  sediment  loading  and  increases  in  turbidity. 

The  Biological  Resources  Report:  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Improvement  Project  (Herrera  2005a) 
provides  additional  information  on  project  area  animals  and  their  habitat. 

3.D.4  Effects  on  Terrestrial  Plants 

Portions  of  plant  communities  will  be  lost  as  a  result  of  wetland  filling,  which  will  locally  reduce 
forage  production  and  photosynthesis  (primary  production).  This  reduction  will  have  a  negligible 
impact  on  wildUfe  and  livestock  given  the  small  acreage  of  plant  communities  that  will  be  disturbed 
or  destroyed,  and  the  dispersal  of  the  disturbance  sites  throughout  the  corridor. 

Surveys  for  14  rare  plants  were  conducted  in  July  2002  and  results  were  reported  in  Rare  Plant 
Survey:  US  93  Ronan  to  St  Ignatius  (Ecosystem  Research  Group  2002).  Only  one  rare  species  was 
identified  in  the  project  corridor:  Oregon  checker-mallow.  All  of  the  action  alternatives  will  have  a 
direct  impact  on  identified  populations.  It  has  been  recommended  that  where  impacts  on  these  plants 
are  unavoidable,  they  should  be  excavated,  preserved,  and  replaced  after  construction. 
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Increases  in  disturbed  roadside  areas  from  increases  in  right-of-way  may  provide  additional  habitat 
for  noxious  or  invasive  weeds.  Exposed  soils  in  uplands  or  wetlands  would  be  susceptible  to 
colonization  by  noxious  and  invasive  weeds. 

3.D.5  Actions  Taken  to  Avoid  and  Minimize  Impacts 

This  section  summarizes  actions  taken  to  avoid  and  minimize  impacts  on  aquatic  ecosystems  and 
organisms.  The  actions  summarized  in  Sections  3.A.6,  3.B.5,  and  3.C.4  are  also  applicable. 

a)  Avoidance  and  Minimization  Measures  Included  in  Design 

Numerous  measures  have  been  incorporated  into  the  preliminary  roadway  design  to  minimize  impacts 
on  wetland  habitats  in  the  project  corridor.  These  measures  include: 

■  All  of  the  proposed  wildUfe  crossing  structures  would  enhance  fisheries 
resources  by  opening  a  greater  portion  of  the  floodplain  and  allowing  areas  to  be 
restored,  which  would  improve  hydrologic  connections  and  provide  greater 
vegetative  cover  on  the  stream  banks  and  in  riparian  wetlands. 

■  The  proposed  preUminary  design  reviewed  the  possibility  for  steepened  roadway 
slopes  to  minimize  impacts  on  key  features  in  the  project  corridor.  Proposed 
approximate  locations  are  shown  in  Appendix  A.  During  final  design,  the  areas 
will  be  further  investigated  to  determine  if  the  proposed  preliminary  design  is 
practicable  and  feasible.  If  during  final  design  there  are  areas  that  slopes  can  be 
safely  steepened,  they  would  be  incorporated  into  the  proposed  project's  plans. 
(Note:  Slope  steepening  would  require  approval  from  the  MDT  Highways 
Engineer  and  FHWA  through  the  design  exceptions  process).  These  steeper 
slopes  would  reduce  the  width  of  the  roadway  footprint  and  consequently  reduce 
impacts  on  wetlands. 

■  The  proposed  project  would  add  culverts  and  increase  bridge  lengths  and  culvert 
sizes  at  major  wetland  and  stream  crossings  to  improve  hydrologic  connections. 

■  Retaining  walls  are  proposed  in  the  preliminary  design  through  the  center  of  the 
two  kettle  ponds  to  minimize  impacts. 

■  The  proposed  project  would  implement  wetland  and  stream  restoration  at  wildUfe 
crossing  structures. 

h)  Additional  Mitigation  Measures  Required 

MDT  requires  that  all  construction  activities  within  and  adjacent  to  wetlands  adhere  to  the  BMPs 
outlined  in  the  MDT  standard  specifications  and  described  in  the  SWPPP,  which  is  prepared  for  all 
projects  disturbing  more  than  0.4  hectares  (1  acre)  of  land  area. 

The  MDT  standard  specifications  place  numerous  restrictions  on  the  contractor's  activities  in  an 
attempt  to  avoid  and  minimize  impacts  on  aquatic  resources.  For  example,  avoidance  is  achieved  by 
limiting  certain  activities  to  upland  areas  rather  than  wetlands  when  feasible. 

Minimization  of  impacts  is  achieved  in  many  ways  including  limiting  the  total  area  that  may  be 
disturbed  at  any  one  time  and  seeding  exposed  soils  as  soon  as  practicable  after  work  is  complete, 
which  minimizes  the  potential  for  increased  deposition  of  eroded  sediments  in  wetlands. 
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MDT  and  their  contractor  are  required  to  prepare  a  SWPPP  to  be  implemented  during  construction. 
This  plan  requires  a  description  of  BMPs  to  reduce  soil  erosion,  to  reduce  site  sediment  loss,  and  to 
manage  construction  generated  wastes,  thereby  reducing  the  risk  to  water  quality  in  project  area 
wetlands. 

Additional  mitigation  measures  can  be  added  to  the  special  provisions  for  the  contractor  to  minimize 
project  impacts  on  wetlands  and  streams  including  the  following: 

■  Install  preservation  fencing  to  prevent  unnecessary  vegetation  clearing  and 
minimize  intrusion  into  surrounding  habitats 

■  Conform  to  the  invasive  weed  plan  prior  to  initiating  any  construction  activity 

■  Where  appropriate,  salvage  wetland  vegetation  from  construction  areas  and  store 
for  use  in  revegetation  activities. 

■  Work  in  project  area  streams  would  comply  with  appropriate  work  windows  as 
determined  by  the  United  States  Fish  and  WildUfe  Service  (USFWS)  and  CSKT 
biologists. 

Permits  for  unavoidable  placement  of  fill  in  wetlands  would  be  required  from  CSKT  under  the 
Aquatic  Lands  Conservation  Ordinance  87A  and  from  the  USACE,  under  Section  404  of  the  federal 
Clean  Water  Act.  As  part  of  the  permitting  process,  compensatory  mitigation  is  required  to 
compensate  for  unavoidable  impacts.  Where  impacts  are  unavoidable,  mitigation  could  be  provided 
by  creating,  enhancing,  and/or  restoring  wetland  habitat  of  a  similar  type  and  function  to  what  was 
lost.  The  USACE  requires  that  all  wetland  impacts  be  compensated  at  a  minimum  ratio  of  1:1  for 
restoration  and  creation  of  wetlands.  The  USACE  does  not  regulate  impacts  on  isolated  wetlands 
(i.e.,  those  wetlands  that  are  hydrologically  isolated  from  waters  of  the  United  States).  The  CSKT 
Shoreline  Protection  Office  regulates  activities  that  have  the  potential  to  impact  surface  waters  and 
wetlands  of  the  Flathead  Indian  Reservation.  The  CSKT  Shoreline  Protection  Office  requires 
unavoidable  impacts  on  wetlands  to  be  compensated  at  a  greater  than  1:1  ratio  by  preserving, 
restoring,  creating,  or  enhancing  wetlands.  Minimum  compensation  ratios  required  by  CSKT  for 
unavoidable  impacts  are  shown  in  Table  8.  Regardless  of  jurisdiction.  Executive  Order  11990 
requires  MDT  to  account  for  all  wetland  losses.  Therefore,  MDT  would  ultimately  seek  to  replace  all 
wetlands  affected  by  the  proposed  project.  Precise  wetland  impact  quantities  and  final  wetland 
mitigation  strategy  will  be  determined  in  the  final  design  phase  of  this  project. 

Table  8.      Minimum  compensation  ratios  required  by  CSKT  for  unavoidable  wetland 
impacts. 


Enhancement 


Impacted  Wetland  Type 


Preservation 


Restoration 


Creation 


Forested  and  Shrub 


Emergent  and  Open  Water 


Pre-project  3:1  Pre-project  2.5:1  Pre-project  4:1  Pre-project  4:1 

Post-project  4:1  Post-project  3.5:1  Post-project  5:1  Post-project  5:1 

Pre-project  2:1  Pre-project  1.5:1  Pre-project  3:1  Pre-project  3:1 

Post-project  3:1 Post-project  2.5:1 Post-project  4:1  Post-project  4:1 


Source:  CSKT  1999 
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3.D.6  Compensatory  Actions  Taken  to  Minimize  Impacts 

Permits  for  unavoidable  placement  of  fill  in  wetlands  would  be  required  from  CSKT  under  the 
Aquatic  Lands  Conservation  Ordinance  (ALCO)  87A  and  from  the  USAGE,  under  Executive  Order 
11990,  and  section  404  of  the  federal  Clean  Water  Act.  As  part  of  the  permitting  process, 
compensatory  mitigation  is  required  when  avoidance  or  minimization  is  infeasible  through  project 
design.  Where  impacts  are  unavoidable,  mitigation  could  be  provided  by  creating,  enhancing,  and/or 
restoring  wetland  habitat  of  a  similar  type  and  function  to  what  was  lost.  The  Corps  of  Engineers 
requires  that  all  wetland  impacts  be  compensated  at  a  ratio  of  1:1  for  restoration  and  creation  of 
wetlands.  The  USACE  does  not  regulate  impacts  on  isolated  wetlands  (i.e.,  those  wetlands  that  are 
hydrologically  isolated  from  waters  of  the  United  States).  The  CSKT  ALCO  program  regulates  all 
wetland  types  on  the  reservation.  Minimum  compensation  ratios  required  by  CSKT  for  unavoidable 
impacts  are  shown  in  Table  8.  Regardless  of  jurisdiction.  Executive  Order  11990  requires  MDT  to 
account  for  all  wetland  losses.  Therefore,  MDT  would  ultimately  seek  to  replace  all  wetlands 
affected  by  the  proposed  project. 

Compensation  for  unavoidable  impacts  to  wetlands  would  involve  mitigation  activities  to  develop 
wetland  credits  to  offset  the  impacts.  A  wetland  mitigation  effort  is  underway  for  the  remainder  of 
the  US  93  Evaro  to  Poison  corridor  and  it  could  be  used  as  a  model  for  the  proposed  project.  Onsite 
opportunities  for  wetland  mitigation,  such  as  those  associated  with  the  proposed  crossing  structures, 
could  be  pursued  first  to  increase  permeability  across  the  roadway  corridor,  restore  wetland  systems, 
and  restore  overall  wetland  connectivity  in  the  project  area.  CSKT  planting  plans  for  areas  at  wildlife 
crossings  would  include  appropriate  (shade-tolerant)  species  for  planting  adjacent  to  any  bridges. 
Offsite  wetland  mitigation  opportunities  could  be  pursued  if  additional  replacement  wetlands  are 
needed  after  all  onsite  mitigation  opportunities  are  considered.  Offsite  wetland  mitigation  sites 
established  through  wetland  mitigation  reserve  agreements  between  CSKT  and  MDT  for  the  US  93 
Evaro  to  Poison  may  provide  suitable  offsite  mitigation  for  the  proposed  project  as  well. 

3.D.7  Monitoring  of  Mitigation  Actions 

Monitoring  and  maintenance  of  mitigation  sites  would  be  completed  in  accordance  with  the  standard 
MDT  Monitoring  Plan. 

3.E.  POTENTIAL  EFFECTS  ON  HUMAN  USE  CHARACTERISTICS 

Access  to  the  Ninepipe  recreational  fishing  access  would  be  temporarily  affected  during  construction. 
No  long-term  effects  on  fishing  grounds  as  habitat  are  expected. 

The  proposed  project  will  not  adversely  affect  municipal,  private,  or  potential  water  supplies.  Private 
wells  are  used  for  domestic  and  agricultural  purposes  within  the  project  area.  The  proposed  action 
will  not  affect  the  quality  or  productivity  of  these  water  suppUes. 

While  the  proposed  project  may  require  the  acquisition  of  some  Ninepipe  National  Wildlife  Refuge  or 
adjacent  wildlife  management  lands,  it  will  not  decrease  the  value  of  these  lands.  The  proposed 
wildlife  crossing  structures  are  expected  to  enhance  the  overall  value  of  these  lands  by  increasing 
connectivity  and  wildlife  movement  between  each  side  of  the  corridor. 

Construction  activities  would  affect  the  aesthetic  value  of  the  corridor.  Operation  of  the  widened 
roadway  is  not  expected  to  affect  the  aesthetic  view  from  the  roadway.  Views  of  the  roadway  would 
be  affected  by  a  widened  roadway,  with  wider  lane  configurations  having  a  greater  effect  than 
narrower  lane  configurations. 
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3.F.  DETERMINATION  OF  CUMULATIVE  EFFECTS  ON  THE  AQUATIC 
ECOSYSTEMS 

The  geographic  area  considered  for  the  analysis  of  cumulative  effects  on  wetlands  and  stream  habitats 
includes  all  watersheds  in  the  project  area,  which  support  wetlands  in  the  project  corridor.  This 
includes  the  Mission  Creek  watershed  and  the  Crow  Creek  watershed. 

Most  past  actions  have  contributed  to  some  degree  of  loss  of  wetland  area  and  decreases  in  wetland 
functions.  Some  of  these  past  losses  have  been  offset  by  the  preservation  of  the  Ninepipe  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  and  the  subsequent  protection  of  adjacent  lands.  Present  actions,  as  well  as  future 
actions,  would  also  likely  result  in  incremental  losses  in  wetland  habitat  in  the  project  area,  with  the 
exception  of  abandonment  of  Duck  Road,  which  could  yield  a  net  increase  in  wetlands  if  the  area  is 
used  for  compensatory  wetland  mitigation.  The  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  project  would  minimize  and 
avoid  impacts  on  wetlands  to  the  extent  feasible  and  would  restore  hydrologic  connectivity  in 
numerous  wetland  systems,  including  connectivity  with  streams  and  floodplains.  However,  the 
project  would  also  result  in  the  cumulative  loss  of  wetland  habitat  within  the  project  corridor. 
Adverse  impacts  on  wetlands  would  be  mitigated  through  wetland  compensation  to  restore  or  create 
additional  wetland  acreage. 

Past  road  construction  has  resulted  in  poorly  placed  culverts  and  undersized  culverts  in  the  project 
corridor.  The  proposed  action  along  with  the  US  93  Evaro  to  Poison  project  would  rectify  impacts  on 
streams  from  past  actions  by  replacing  several  culverts  with  bridges  or  enlarged  culverts  to  improve 
hydrologic  connectivity  in  the  system  and  by  restoring  streams  in  the  highway  right-of-way. 

All  of  these  construction  projects  may  contribute  to  cumulative  downstream  sedimentation  in  project 
area  streams  during  construction.  With  implementation  of  the  improved  structures,  the  cumulative 
effect  of  these  projects  on  fisheries  resources  is  expected  to  be  an  improvement  in  the  existing 
condition. 

3.G.  DETERMINATION  OF  SECONDARY  EFFECTS  ON  THE  AQUATIC 
ECOSYSTEMS 

Secondary  effects  are  effects  on  an  aquatic  ecosystem  that  are  associated  with  a  discharge  of  dredged 
or  fill  materials  but  do  not  result  from  the  actual  placement  of  the  dredged  or  fill  material.  The  most 
significant  secondary  effect  with  the  proposed  project  would  result  from  surface  runoff.  In  order  to 
comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  Clean  Water  Act,  MDT  and  the  contractor  would  obtain  an 
NPDES  General  Permit  for  Discharge  from  Large  and  Small  Construction  Activities  regulated  by 
U.S.  EPA  and  CSKT  to  control  sediment  discharge  and  erosion  during  construction  projects.  This 
permit  is  required  to  protect  water  quality  and  requires  the  completion  of  a  SWPPP.  The  SWPPP 
requires  a  description  of  BMPs  and  stormwater  management  controls  appropriate  for  the  construction 
site  including  measures  to  reduce  soil  erosion,  reduce  site  sediment  loss,  and  manage  some  of  the 
more  common  construction-generated  wastes  and  construction-related  toxic  materials.  In  addition, 
stormwater  facilities  would  be  included  in  the  final  design  for  the  proposed  project  to  reduce  the  long- 
term  impact  of  roadway  runoff  pollutants  on  sensitive  receiving  waters.  Stormwater  facilities  would 
be  maintained  to  ensure  their  continued  intended  function. 

Another  secondary  effect  is  the  possibility  of  accidental  spills  of  hazardous  materials  during 
construction  activities  or  during  the  subsequent  use  of  the  facility.  However,  MDT  standard 
specifications  would  require  the  contractor  to  establish  staging  areas  a  minimum  of  15  meters  (50 
feet)  from  streams  and  to  implement  spill  prevention  measures  during  construction  near  streams.  Any 
improvements  to  the  existing  highway  that  increase  capacity  and  reduce  congestion  would  decrease 

US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Improvement  Project  43  Skillings-Connolly 

IVIDTNH-F5-1(9)6F 

Control  No.  B744 


Draft  404(b)(1)  Evaluation 


the  chance  of  these  accidental  spills  resulting  from  the  use  of  the  highway  by  vehicles  transporting 
hazardous  materials. 

LEAST  DAMAGING  PRACTICABLE  ALTERNATIVE 

Rural  Alternatives 

Three  alternatives  have  fewer  total  wetland  impacts  than  the  preferred  alternative  (PA):  Alternatives 
Rural  1,  Rural  2,  and  Rural  10.  Alternative  Rural  4  has  the  same  overall  impact,  but  slightly  higher 
permanent  and  slightly  lower  temporary  impact.  Although  the  Rural  7  alternative  has  the  fewest 
permanent  impacts  on  wetlands,  it  is  estimated  to  cost  $147  million  dollars  more  than  the  next  most 
expensive  alternative  (Rural  9)  and  $162  million  more  than  Rural  3  (PA)  (The  inclusion  of  a 
separated  bike  path  would  add  an  additional  $12  million  to  the  cost  of  Alternative  Rural  3.).  If  Rural 
7  was  selected,  the  additional  cost  of  $162  million  could  delay  the  proposed  project  a  minimum  of  6 
years  because  there  is  insufficient  funding  in  the  current  National  Highway  System  budget  for  the 
local  MDT  district  to  support  the  additional  cost.  One  of  the  key  objectives  in  the  corridor  is  to 
improve  safety  and  delaying  the  proposed  project  an  additional  6  years  would  mean  the  current  high 
rate  of  accidents  and  accident  severity  in  this  corridor  would  continue.  Also,  the  additional  cost  for 
the  Rural  7  alternative  would  delay  reconstruction  of  another  20  to  30  miles  of  roadway  within  the 
local  MDT  district,  which  could  also  affect  the  safety  of  the  traveling  public.  Mitigating  an  acre  of 
wetland  impact  costs  an  average  of  $16,000  to  $25,000.  Assuming  the  cost  is  $25,000,  the  mitigation 
savings  for  the  Rural  7  alternative  would  be  $95,000  (for  3.8  acres  fewer  permanent  impacts). 
However,  the  projected  savings  does  not  approach  the  extra  cost  for  constructing  the  Rural  7 
alternative. 

Alternatives  Rural  1,  2,  7,  and  10  have  the  potential  to  reduce  accidents  by  16%,  17.2%,  18.6%,  and 
20.1%  respectively,  while  Rural  3  (PA)  has  the  potential  for  reducing  accidents  by  20.4%  The 
projected  levels  of  service  (LOS)  for  Alternatives  Rural  1,  2,  7,  and  10  are  D-,  D,  D+,  and  D+, 
respectively,  while  the  projected  LOS  for  the  Rural  3  (PA)  is  D.  The  LOS  for  Rural  3  (PA)  and  Rural 
10  wouldn't  deteriorate  to  LOS  D+  until  after  2020,  whereas  the  LOS  for  Alternatives  Rural  1,  2,  and 
7  would  deteriorate  more  rapidly. 

Alternatives  Rural  1,  2,  3  (PA),  and  10  have  similar  costs  and  similar  wetland  impacts.  However, 
Alternative  1  does  not  address  the  operational  or  safety  needs  associated  with  slow  moving  vehicles 
northbound  on  Post  Creek  Hill.  Nor  does  it  address  the  need  for  southbound  passing  opportunities 
throughout  the  proposed  project  and  the  capacity  and  safety  needs  for  traffic  volumes  between 
Innovation  Lane  and  the  south  city  limits  of  Ronan.  Alternative  Rural  2  addresses  the  slow  moving 
vehicle  issue  northbound  on  Post  Creek  Hill  but  not  the  need  for  southbound  passing  opportunities 
throughout  the  proposed  project  and  the  capacity  and  safety  needs  for  traffic  volumes  between 
Innovation  Lane  and  the  south  city  limits  of  Ronan.  Alternative  Rural  10  would  address  both  the 
slow  moving  vehicle  issue  northbound  on  Post  Creek  Hill  as  well  as  the  need  for  southbound  passing 
opportunities  while  decreasing  wetland  impacts  by  approximately  0.2  acre  from  Alternative  Rural  3 
(PA);  however,  following  pubUcation  of  the  draft  SEIS,  43  agency  and  pubUc  comments  were 
received  that  objected  to  the  inclusion  of  a  southbound  passing  lane  through  the  Ninepipe  Wildlife 
Refuge.  The  majority  of  the  comments  received  cited  concerns  over  wildlife  as  the  reason  for 
objecting  to  the  passing  lane.    Alternative  Rural  3  (PA)  would  address  both  the  slow  moving  vehicle 
issue  northbound  on  Post  Creek  Hill  as  well  as  the  need  for  southbound  passing  opportunities  while 
increasing  wetland  impacts  by  approximately  0.2  to  0.5  acres  over  Alternatives  Rural  1,  2,  and  10.  In 
addition.  Alternative  Rural  3  would  avoid  the  wildlife  concerns  associated  with  Alternative  Rural  10. 
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Alternative  Rural  7  has  the  least  permanent  wetland  impacts  of  the  considered  alternatives;  however, 
the  additional  cost  of  $162  million  could  delay  the  proposed  project  a  minimum  of  6  years  resulting  in 
ongoing  safety  concerns  in  the  corridor.  The  project  proponents  feel  the  additional  costs  of  this 
alternative  make  it  not  practicable.  Of  the  other  Rural  Alternatives,  1,  2,  and  10  have  slightly  lower 
wetland  impacts  than  Alternative  Rural  3  (PA);  however.  Alternative  1  and  2  do  not  address  the 
capacity  and  safety  needs  of  the  corridor  and  Alternative  10  received  numerous  objections  during  the 
public  comment  period  from  agencies  and  the  public  citing  concerns  about  impacts  to  wildUfe  in  the 
Ninepipe  Wildlife  Refuge.  For  these  reasons  Alternative  3,  the  Preferred  Alternative,  has  been 
chosen  as  the  least  damaging  practicable  alternative  for  rural  portion  of  the  project. 

Ronan  Alternatives 

Ronan  Alternatives  1,  2,  3,  and  4  would  have  approximately  the  same  wetland  impacts  (0.02  to  0.03 
acres),  while  Ronan  Alternative  5  would  not  result  in  wetland  impacts. 

The  projected  level  of  service  (LOS)  in  2024  for  Alternatives  Ronan  1  and  2  is  C  for  both  northbound 
and  southbound  traffic,  for  Alternatives  Ronan  3  and  4  is  B  for  northbound  traffic  and  C  for 
southbound  traffic,  and  for  Alternative  Ronan  5  is  D  for  both  northbound  and  southbound  traffic. 
Under  Alternative  Ronan  5,  some  accident  reduction  could  occur,  but  most  likely  it  would  have  the 
same  effect  as  the  No- Action  Alternative  and  there  would  be  no  significant  reduction  of  accidents. 

Alternative  Ronan  5  has  less  wetland  impacts  than  the  other  Ronan  alternatives;  however,  it  does  not 
address  the  operational  or  safety  needs  within  the  city  of  Ronan.  Alternatives  Ronan  1,  2,  3,  and  4 
(PA)  have  similar  wetland  impacts  (approximately  0.02  to  0.03  acres);  however.  Alternatives  Ronan  3 
and  4  better  address  operational  and  safety  concerns  within  the  city  of  Ronan.  For  these  reasons 
Alternative  Ronan  4,  the  Preferred  Alternative,  has  been  chosen  as  the  least  damaging  practicable 
alternative  for  the  Ronan  section  of  this  project. 
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Table  of  Impacts  on  Individual  Wetlands 


us  93  SEIS  Study 
Wetlands  -  Permanent  and  Temporary  Impacts  (acres) 


Wetland  ID 

Rural  1 

Rural  2 

Rural  3 

Rural  4 

Rural  5 

Rural  6 

Rural  7 

Rural  8 

Rural  9 

Rural  10 

Perm 

Temp 

Perm 

Temp 

Perm 

Temp 

Perm 

Temp 

Perm 

Temp 

Perm 

Temp 

Perm 

Temp 

Perm 

Temp 

Perm 

Temp 

Perm 

Temp 

H14A 

0.3 

0.1 

0.3 

0.1 

0.3 

0.1 

0.3 

0.1 

0.3 

0.1 

0.3 

0.1 

0.3 

0.1 

0.3 

0.1 

0.4 

0.1 

0.3 

0.1 

H14B 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.1 

0.3 

0.1 

0.3 

0.1 

0.2 

0.0 

H15A 

0.3 

0.4 

0.3 

0.4 

0.3 

0.4 

0.3 

0.4 

0.3 

0.4 

0.3 

0.4 

0.3 

0.3 

0.5 

0.1 

0.6 

0.0 

0.3 

0.4 

H15C 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

H  16  A     PC 

2.3 

1.3 

2.3 

1.3 

2.3 

1.3 

2.8 

0.9 

3.0 

1.3 

2.8 

0.9 

2.0 

1.3 

2.0 

1.3 

3.1 

1.2 

2.3 

1.3 

H  16  B     PC 

0.0 

1.4 

0.0 

1.4 

0.0 

1.4 

0.0 

1.4 

0.0 

1.4 

0.0 

1.4 

0.1 

1.3 

1.1 

1.1 

1.8 

0.8 

0.0 

1.4 

H17A 

0.4 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.5 

0.1 

0.6 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

H17B 

0.5 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

H17C 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

H17D 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

H17E 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H17F 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

H18B 

0.7 

0.2 

0.7 

0.1 

0.7 

0.1 

0.7 

0.1 

0.7 

0.1 

0.9 

0.2 

0.7 

0.1 

0.7 

0.1 

0.9 

0.2 

0.7 

0.1 

H19A 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H19B 

0.8 

0.3 

0.9 

0.2 

0.9 

0.2 

0.9 

0.2 

0.9 

0.2 

1.2 

0.1 

1.1 

0.1 

1.0 

0.2 

1.2 

0.1 

0.9 

0.2 

H20A 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

H21A 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

0.6 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.1 

0.5 

0.3 

0.3 

0.0 

0.6 

H21B 

0.3 

0.1 

0.3 

0.1 

0.3 

0.1 

0.3 

0.1 

0.3 

0.1 

0.4 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.3 

0.1 

0.4 

0.0 

0.3 

0.1 

H22A 

0.5 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

H22B 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H22C 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

H23A 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.2 

0.1 

H23B 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.2 

0.1 

0.3 

0.0 

0.2 

0.1 

H23C 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H24C 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

H24D 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H25A 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

H26A 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

H  26  B 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H26C 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

H27A 

0.4 

0.3 

0.4 

0.3 

0.4 

0.3 

0.4 

0.3 

0.4 

0.3 

0.7 

0.3 

0.9 

0.3 

0.5 

0.4 

0.8 

0.4 

0.4 

0.3 

H27E 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H27G 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.0 

0.5 

0.2 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

H27H 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H27I 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

H28A 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.1 

0.3 

0.2 

0.2 

0.1 

H29A     NP 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

H30A     NP 

1.2 

1.4 

1.2 

1.4 

1.2 

1.4 

1.2 

1.4 

1.2 

1.4 

1.2 

1.4 

0.0 

2.6 

1.9 

1.3 

2.8 

1.4 

1.2 

1.4 

H  30  B     NP 

1.4 

1.0 

1.4 

1.0 

1.4 

1.0 

1.4 

1.0 

1.4 

1.0 

1.4 

1.0 

0.0 

2.6 

1.3 

1.3 

1.9 

1.4 

1.4 

1.1 

H31A 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.1 

0.5 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

H32A 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H32B 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H32C 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H32D 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H33A 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H33B 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

H33C 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H34A 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H34B 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

H34C 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.0 

0.4 

0.3 

0.4 

0.6 

0.4 

0.2 

0.2 

H34D 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.1 

0.3 

0.2 

0.1 

0.1 

H35A 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H35B 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H36A 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H  37  A     KPl 

0.1 

0.8 

0.1 

0.8 

0.1 

0.8 

0.1 

0.8 

0.1 

0.8 

0.1 

0.8 

0.0 

0.9 

0.1 

0.9 

0.4 

0.6 

0.1 

0.8 

H  37  B     KPl 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.8 

0.0 

0.8 

0.4 

0.5 

0.0 

0.8 

H38A 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H39A 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.1 

0.4 

0.2 

0.3 

0.1 

0.2 

H39B 

0.2 

0.4 

0.2 

0.4 

0.2 

0.4 

0.2 

0.4 

0.2 

0.4 

0.2 

0.4 

0.1 

0.6 

0.2 

0.5 

0.7 

0.3 

0.2 

0.4 

H40A 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H40B 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H40D 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

H40E 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

H40F 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

IIA 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

I2A 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

I3A 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

I3B 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

I3C 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

I3D 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

I3E 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1  4  A     KP2 

0.1 

1.0 

0.1 

1.0 

0.1 

1.0 

0.1 

1.0 

0.1 

1.0 

0.1 

1.0 

0.0 

1.2 

0.1 

1.1 

0.4 

0.9 

0.1 

1.0 

1 4  B     KP2 

0.0 

2.3 

0.0 

2.3 

0.0 

2.3 

0.0 

2.3 

0.0 

2.3 

0.0 

2.3 

0.0 

2.3 

0.0 

2.3 

0.3 

2.0 

0.0 

2.3 

I5B 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

I6A 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

us  93  SEIS  Study 
Wetlands  -  Permanent  and  Temporary  Impacts  (acres) 


Wetland  ID 

Rural  1 

Rural  2 

Rural  3 

Rural  4 

Rural  5 

Rural  6 

Rural  7 

Rural  8 

Rural  9 

Rural  10 

Perm 

Temp 

Perm 

Temp 

Perm 

Temp 

Perm 

Temp 

Perm 

Temp 

Perm 

Temp 

Perm 

Temp 

Perm 

Temp 

Perm 

Temp 

Perm 

Temp 

I6D 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

I7A 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.0 

0.4 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

I7B 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

I7C 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

ISA 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

I8B 

0.1 

0.4 

0.1 

0.4 

0.1 

0.4 

0.1 

0.4 

0.1 

0.4 

0.1 

0.4 

0.0 

0.5 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.1 

0.1 

0.4 

ISC 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

I8D 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

I9A 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.2 

I9B 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

110  A 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

111  A 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

IllB 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

IllC 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

HID 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

I12B 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

I13B 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

I13C 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

I13D 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

USE 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

I13F 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

IMA 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

I14B 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

IMC 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

115  A 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.1 

0.5 

0.2 

0.0 

0.1 

1  16  A     CC 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.1 

0.3 

0.0 

0.2 

1  16  B     CC 

0.1 

0.5 

0.1 

0.5 

0.1 

0.5 

0.1 

0.5 

0.1 

0.5 

0.1 

0.5 

0.0 

0.7 

0.2 

0.5 

0.3 

0.4 

0.1 

0.5 

117  A 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

I17B 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

I17C 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.0 

0.3 

0.2 

0.2 

0.3 

0.0 

0.1 

0.2 

I17D 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

I17E 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

118  A 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

I18B 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

I18C 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

I18D 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

119  A 

0.9 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.9 

0.2 

0.9 

0.2 

0.9 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.9 

0.0 

0.9 

0.1 

1.1 

0.1 

0.9 

0.0 

I19B 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

120  A 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

I20B 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

I20C 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

121  A 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

I21B 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

122  A 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

I22B 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Total 

14.8 

17.0 

14.9 

16.9 

15.5 

16.8 

16.1 

16.2 

15.8 

16.8 

18.2 

15.4 

11.7 

21.4 

18.8 

17.6 

29.8 

15.6 

15.1 

17.0 

Total  Perm  and  Temp 

31.8 

31.8 

32.3 

32.3 

32.6 

33.6 

33.1 

36.4 

45.4 

32.1 

APPENDIX  G 


Farmland  Conversion 
Impact  Rating  Forms 


U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 


FARiyiLAND  CONVERSIOf^  IMPACT  RATING 
FOR  CORRIDOR  TYPE  PROJECTS 


NRCS-CPA-106 

(Rbv.  1-91) 


PART  1  (To  be  completed  by  Federal  Agents) 

3.  Date  of  [and  Evaluation  Request    .  ^,.  ^.^  ^ 

1          '        SheeMof     4 

1.  Name  cf  Pro|ect   y^  934^ineplpe/Ronan  Improvement  Project 

5.  Federal  Agency  Irrvoived                                      i 
USDOT-FHWA 

2,  Type  of  Project     Highway  right-of-way 

6,  County  and  Stale  ^^^  County,  S^issoula 

PART  n  (To  be  completed  by  NRCS) 

1.  Dale  Request  Received  by  NRCS 

2.  Person  Completing  Forra 

3.  Does  the  conldor  contain  pn'me»unkiue  statewide  or  focal  important  farmta^^                        s:^       mo  PI 
(If  no,  the  B»PA  does  not  apply- Do  ntit  complete  addrtidrml  parts  of  this  form).                      |2Si             LJ 

4.  Acres  Im'tjatrKl  1  Average  Farm  Size 

6,  MaiorCrop(s)     ^      ,             i        -4_ 

6.  Farmable  Land  in  Government  Jurisdiction 
Acres:    zm.^^oa                   %     3%S 

7,  Amount  of  Farmland  As  Defined  in  FPPA 

Acr«s:   ^fcO,  5"  11                     %3%3 

8.  Name  Of  Ljandl  Evaluation  System  Used 

9.  Name  of  Local  Site  Assessment  System 

10.  Date  Land  Evaluation  Returned  by  NRCS 

1   //5/o^ 

Alf f>m»f ivf^  Cnrnrfnr  Fnr  Rfif]|i^ftnf                         „_.„ 

PART  HI  (To  be  completed  by  Federal  Agency) 

Ru.y~^l  1        1 

Suv-yti^l 

R^vr^,i  3 

flu:r^m 

A.  Total  Acres  To  Be  Converted  Dired 

B.  Total  Acres  To  Be  Converted  Indire 

iy                                                                        30                 f 

31 

42 

42 

cily,  Or  To  Receive  Services 

0 

0 

0 

0 

C.  Total  Acres  In  Corridor                                                                                            { 

30 

31 

42 

42 

PART  IV  (To  be  completed  by  NR 

A.  Total  Acres  Pdme  And  Unlc|ue  Far 

B.  Total  Acres  Statewide  And  Local  If 

CS)  Land  Evaluation  Information 

; 

mland 

M 

l.j 

I.U 

1.4^ 

ttportant  Farmland 

zS*4 

30,3 

iMo.C? 

MO.  7 

C.  Percentage  Of  Farmland  in  County  Or  Local  Govt  Unrt  To  Be  Converted 

^hm^o,o\ 

6.01 

iC-015 

C.0I5 

D    Percentage  Of  Farmlami  in  QavL  Jorisc&tion  With  Same  Or  Higher  Relative  Value 

CiO 

qo 

!      RO 

70 

PAJRXV(TobeconpleledbyfSiCS^LandB/akx^Sonki&mtta^ 
vnlimofFannlaiHStoBeSermcedorConyerf^lSc^g^O^IOOPokas) 

11 

n 

\   n 

'7 

PARVVl  (To  be  competed  by  Fede 
Assessment  Critena  (These  ctffBrk 

1.  Area  in  Nonurban  Use 

ralA^m^)  ConkSor 

tarn  explained  in  7  CFR6m.S(c)) 

Points 

IS 

15 

15 

15 

15 

2.  Perimeter  in  Nonurban  Use 

10 

9 

9 

9 

9 

3.  Percent  Of  Corridor  Being  Farmed 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

4.  Protection  Provided  By  Stale  And  Local  Goventmenl 

20 

0 

0 

!0 

0 

5.  Size  ofPresenlFann  Unit  Compared  To  Average 

10 

10 

10 

iio 

10 

6.  Creation  Of  NonfemnableFarrrtand 

25 

0 

0 

10 

0 

7.  AvailabliiJty  Of  Farm  Support  Services 

5 

5 

5 

is 

5 

8.  On-Farm  Investments 

20 

20 

20 

!20 

20 

9.  Effects  Of  Converaon  On  Farm  Support  Sen/tees 

25 

0 

0 

io 

Q 

10.  Compatibilily  With  Bdsfeig  >^ca!tural  Use 

10 

5 

5 

15 

5 

TOTAL  CORRIDOR  ASSESSMENT  POIMTS 

1B0 

84 

84 

84 

84 

PART  \m(Tobe  completed  by  federal  Agency) 

'\ 

Relative  Value  Of  Famiiand  (From  Part  V) 

100 

ft 

17 

\  n 

/7 

Total  Corridor  Assessment  (From  Part  VI  above  or  a  local  site 
assessment) 

160 

84 

84 

84 

84 

TOTAL  POIMTS  (Tofal  of  above  2  lines) 

260 

/Ci 

.101 

\lDf 

Id 

1.  Conridor  Selected: 

2.  Total  Acres  of  Farmlands  to  be 
Converted  by  Project: 

3.  Date  Of  Selection: 

4.  WasA  Local  Site  Assessment  Used? 

YES  D  1     NO     O 

5.  Reason  For  Selection: 


Signature  of  Person  Completing  this  Part 


{DATE 


NOTE:  Comptete  a  fonm  for  each  segment  with  more  than  one  Alternate  Corridor 


U.S,  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
MatumI  Resources  Conservation  Service 


NRCS-CPA-106 

(Rav.  1-31) 


PART  I  {To  be  completed  by  Federal  Agency) 

1.  Name  of  Project    yg  93,N|neplpe/Ronan 


FARiyiLAND  COMVERSION  IiyiPACT  RATING 

FOR  CORRIDOR  TYPE  PROJECTS ; 

3.  Date  of  Land  Evaluation  Request   ^2/15/04     I  Sheel^^Jf— ^ 


2.  Type  of  Project     Highway  light-of-way 
PART  li  (To  be  completed  by  NRCS) 


5.  Federal  Agency  Involved 
USDQT-FHWA 


6.  County  and  State  Lake  County,  Rfiontana 


1.  Date  Request  Ftecelved  by  NRCS 


rBoSlt^STr  contain  prime,  unique  statewide  or  locai  "'"^POrtantfarm^ 
"  flf  no  the  FPPA  does  not  apply  -  Da  ntit  complete  additional  pacts  of  thts  tbrm). 
5.  Major  Crop(s) 


YES   □         NO  n 


6.  FannaWe  Land  in  Govemnrmnt  Jurisdiclion 
Acres:  ^ 


S.  Name  Of  Land  Evaluation  System  Used 


9.  Name  of  Local  Site  Assessment  System 


2,  Person  Compieling  Form 


4.  Acies  irrigated  |  Average  Fann  atm 

J:  Amount  of  Farmland  As  Uetined  in  hFFA  " 
Acres:    ^  "^ 


10.  Date  Lsrid  Evaluation  Reiumed  by  NRCS 


PART  HI  (To  be  completed  by  Federal  Agency) 


fi^  Total  Acres  To  Be  Converted  Pirectty 

IT'^Acres  To  Be  Converted  Indirectly.  Or  To  Receive  Services 
C.  Total  Acms  In  Corridor 


PART  iV  (To  be  completed  by  HRCS)  Land  Bvelu^on  Informetion 

A.  Total  Acres  Prime  And  Unique  Famtiand 


Altemaiive  Cofttdor  For  Segment  .^ — , 


'^ttr^i    S 


38 


38 


p   xr^toi  Ar^mjs  Statewide  And  Local  ImportantFarmland  . 

•r-"S:;;::;:;;;r5FiSTUand  m  Cou>;^Or  U>calG^^To  Be  Converted 


g^-^g^;;^^^?^;^^^ 


^assment  Criteria  ghesa  criteria  am  BXpb,neain7Cm6S8.S{c)) 


hU> 


zz,=) 


p.ol 


so. 


11 


1.  Area  in  Nonurt?an  Use 


2.  Perimeter  in  Nonurtaan  Use 


Maximum 
Points 


15 


10 


3.  Percent  Of  Corridor  Be'ng  Farmed 


i.  Protection  Prodded  By  State  And  Local  Government 
"^..  sbge  of  Present  Farm  Uia  Compared  To  Average 


g   CreaCon  Of  Nonlarmable  Farmland 

7.  AvallablilitY  Of  Farm  Support  Services 

8.  On-Farm  Investments 


20 


20 


10 


15 


20 


25 


9.  Effects  Of  Cortverson  On  Farm  Support  Services 

10.  Compatibirrty  With  Eadsting  Agricultural  Use 


TOTAL  CORRIDOR  ASSESSMENT  POINTS 


20 


10 


20 


25 


10 


PART  VO  (To  be  completed  by  Federal  Agency) 


Relative  Value  Of  Farmland  (From  Part  V) 


-iSoirridor  Assessment  (From  Part  VI  above  or  a  local  site 
assessment)  .. ^ 


160 


100 


160 


84 


11 


TOTAL  POINTS  (Total  of  above  2  lines) 


1    Corridor  Selected: 


21  Total  Acres  of  Farmlands  to  be 
Converted  by  Project: 


260 


84 


joi 


3.  Dale  Of  Selecfem: 


5.  Reason  For  Selection: 


72 


72 


hh 


143 


43 


j£li± 


0>D^$.. 


90 


n 


\us 


fpLLmI  ^ 


59 


59 


^h$ 


b,D(5r 


90 


n 


±1. 


SG'O 


0,02^ 


J^ 


n 


15 


20 


1.15 


120 


15 


10 


20 


\0 


iio 


20 


10 


20 


84 


11 


84 


20 


84 


17 


84 


lol 


84 


/Pi 


n 


84 


. L 

4.  Was  A  Local  Site  Assesssnent  Used? 
YES  O       NO    O 


I  CI 


-SigHitUre'SfPerson  Completing  this  Part: 


NOTE:  Complete  a 


:;;;^;^;^^^^^;^^;;-foP^;^5-ii^^^^  than  one  Alternate  Corridor^ 


Tdate 


U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 


FARMLAND  COMVERSION  iMPACT  RATING 
FOR  CORRIDOR  TYPE  PROJECTS 


NRCS»CPA-106 

(Rbv.  1-31) 


PART  I  (To  be  completed  by  Federal  Agency) 


1.  Name  of  Project  yg  gs^^jinepipe/Ronan 

2.  Type  of  Pfojeci     Highway  right^f-way 
PART  II  (To  be  completed  by  NRCS) 


3.  Date  of  Land  Evaluation  Request 


12/15/04 


5.  Federal  Agency  Involved 
USDOT  "  FHWA 


Sheet?  of  _4_ 


6.  County  and  State  ^ake  County,  Montana 


1.  Date  Request  Received  by  NRCS 


3.  Does  the  corridor  contain  prime,  unique  statewide  or  local  important  farmlami? 
(If  no,  the  FPPA  does  not  apply  -Do  not  complete  addHional  parts  of  this  form) 

5.  Major  Crop(s) 


YES  Q         NO  Q 


6.  Farmable  Land  in  Government  Jurisdiction 
Acres:  % 


8.  Name  Of  Land  Evaluation  System  Used 


9.  Name  of  Local  She  Assessment  System 


Z  Person  Completing  Form 


4.  Acres  Irrigated  |  Average  Farm  Size 


7-  Amount  of  Farmland  As  Defined  in  FPPA 
Acres:  % 


10.  Date  Land  Evaluation  Returned  by  NRCS 


PART  ill  (To  be  completed  by  Federal  Agency) 


A.  Total  Acres  To  Be  Converted  Directly ;      

B.  Total  Acres  To  Be  Converted  Indirectly,  Or  To  Receive  Services 

C.  Total  Acres  in  Corridor 


PART  IV  (To  be  completed  by  NRCS)  Land  Evaluation  Information 


A.  Total  Acres  Prime  And  Unique  Farmland 


B,  Total  Acres  Statewide  And  Local  Important  Fanmland 

C.  Percentage  Of  Farmland  in  County  Or  Local  Govt  Unit  To  Be  Converted 


D.  Percentage  Of  Fam^land  in  Govt  Jurisdiction  With  Same  Or  Higher  Relative  Value 


PARrV(robeaxiJpieiedbyfiffiC^LsndB/^ua&mMmt^^ 

value  of  Farmiand  to  Be  Semced  or  Converted  (Scale  i^O- 100  Poktis) 


PART  VI  (To  be  completed  by  Federal  Agency)  Conidor 
Assessment  CrHeda  (These  criiBrla  are  explained  In  7  CFR  6S8.5(c)) 


1.  Area  in  Nonurisan  Use 


2.  Perimeter  in  Nonurban  Use 

3.  Penr^nt  Of  Corridor  Being  Farmed 


4.  Pn3tedjQn  Provided  By  State  And  Local  Government 

5.  Size  of  Present  Fann  Unit  Compared  To  Average 


6,  Creation  Of  Nonfarmable  Farmland 


7.  Avattablility  Of  Fann  Support  Services 

8.  Oa-Farm  Investments 


Maximum 
Points 


Aftematlve  Corridor  For  Segment. 


89 


89 


2.(p 


55.0 


0^0\ 


<RO 


\1 


15 


10 


20 


20 


10 


25 


9.  Effects  Of  Conversion  On  Fanm  Support  Sen/ices 


20 


25 


15 


20 


10 


20 


10.  Compatibility  With  Existing  Agricultural  Use 


TOTAL  CORRIDOR  ASSESSMENT  POINTTS 


PART  VII  (To  be  completed  by  Federal  Agency) 

Relative  Value  Of  Fanmland  (From  Part  V) 


Total  Conidor  Assessment  (From  Part  VI  above  or  a  local  site 
assessment)  _^^_____ 


TOTAL  POINTS  (Total  of  above  2  lines) 


1,  Conidor  Selected: 


2,  Total  Acres  of  Farmlands  to  be 
Converted  by  Project: 


10 


160 


100 


160 


260 


84 


11 


84 


/OI 


3.  Date  Of  Selection: 


5.  Reason  For  Seledion: 


jRUmUdfFf^l 


38 


38 


h(p 


J£A. 


0>OOb 


AO 


n 


15 


flc?nn.\i  / 


8 


^'y\A^^ 


±± 


(£lL 


o.ool> 


Ao 


n 


20 


10 


20 


10 


13 


sn 


o.toz^ 


<=fO 


n 


20 


10 


84 


ll 


84 


10/ 


20 


76 


/7 


76 


10 


20 


10 


20 


76 


/7 


a 


13 


76 


^3 


4-  Was  A  Local  Srte  Assessment  Used? 


YES  n       NO    O 


Signature  of  Person  Compteting  this  Part: 


NOTE:  Complete  a  form  for  each  segment  with  more  than  one  Alternate  Corridor 


Tdate 


U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRJCULTURE 
Maturat  Resources  Conservation  Service 


FARfViLAI^D  COMVERSiON  IMPACT  RATiMG 
FOR  CORRIDOR  TYPE  PROJECTS 


MRCS-CPA-106 

(Rev.  1-31) 


PART  1  (To  be  completed  by  Federa!  Agency) 

3.  bate  of  Land  E\'2luat;on  Request    ^     .    ^.     .    ; 

Shcci^of     ^ 

1.  Name  of  Project    yg  93-Ninepipe/Ronan 

5.  Fodcrai  Agoncv  involved 
USDOT-FHWA 

2.  Type  of  Project      Highway  right-of-way 

6.  coumy  and  siaie  ^ake  County,  Montana 

PART  11  (To  be  completed  byNRCS) 

1.  Date  Reciucst  Received  by  NRCS 

2.  Person  Completing  Form 

3,  Dogs  the  corridor  contain  primo^  unique  statewide  or  local  important  farmland?                          PI        no  fl 
(If  no,  Ihd  FPPA  does  not  apply  -  Do  not  complete  additional  parts  of  this  form).                                         /— ' 

4.  Acres  Irrigated    Average  Farm  Size 

5.  Major  Crop{s)                                                                             o*  Farmable  Land  in  GovemmentJurisdiction 

Acres:                                                  % 

7.  Amount  of  Farmland  As  Defined  in  FPPA 
Acres:  ;                                              % 

8.  Name  Of  Land  Evaluation  System  Used                               |9.  Name  of  Local  Site  Assessment  System 

10.  Date  Land  Evaluation  Returned  fay  NRCS 

Altemativf*  Corridor  For  Segment 

PART  IH  (To  be  completed  by  Federal  Agency) 

Rejpmrl  3 

f^mar}  ^CfpA)  Rpn^n  ^          j 

:   '- 

A.  Total  Acres  To  Be  Converted  Directly 

11 

11 

i  3 

B.  Total  Acres  To  Be  Converted  Indirecay,  Or  To  Receive  Services 

C.  Total  Acres  In  Corridor 

11 

11 

i  3 

0 

PART  IV  (To  be  compteted  by  NRCS)  Land  Evaluation  (trfonnat/ort 

A.  Total  Acres  Prime  And  Unique  Farmland 

hS 

hS 

10.^ 

B.  Total  Acres  Statewide  And  Local  Innportant  Farmland 

9.Z- 

?.7 

iZr7 

C.  Percentage  Of  Farmland  in  County  Or  Local  GovL  Unit  To  Be  Converted 

r^.on^ 

O'OOH 

\t>,00\ 

0.  Percentage  Of  Farmland  in  Govt.  Jurisdiction  With  Same  Or  Higher  Relative  Value 

^O 

,    ^p 

'  90 

PART  V  (Tobe  completed  by  NRCS) 
vBlue  of  Farmland  to  Be  Serviced  ot 
PART  VI  (To  be  completed  by  Fede 
Assessment  CrHeria  (These  cntem 

1.  Area  in  Nonurban  Use 

land  Evaha^n  tnftmrmGon  Cnfmon  ReiaSva 
-  Converted  (Scale  ofO-iOQ  Pomfs) 

\1 

n 

i  n 

f 

rsl  Agency)  Corridor 

I  are  explamed  in  7  CFR  658.5(c)) 

Maximum 
Points 

15 

10 

10 

ID 

2.  Perimeter  in  Nonurban  Use 

10 

6 

6 

■:  6 

3.  Percent  Of  Corridor  Being  Farmed 

20 

20 

20 

i20 

4.  Protection  Provided  By  Slate  And  Local  Government 

20 

0 

0 

0 

5-  Size  of  Present  Farm  Unit  Compared  To  Average 

10 

10 

10 

i  10 

6.  Creation  Of  Nonfarmable  Farmland 

25 

0 

G 

G 

7.  Availablilily  Of  Farm  Support  Services 

5 

5 

5 

;5 

8.  On-Fann  Investments 

20 

20 

20 

20 

9.  Effects  Of  Conversion  On  Farm  Support  Services 

25 

0 

0 

iG 

10.  Compatibility  With  Existing  Agricufturai  Use 

10 

5 

'      5 

■  5 

TOTAL  CORRIDOR  ASSESSMENT  POINTS 

160 

76 

75 

76 

0 

PART  VU  (To  be  compteted  by  Federal  Agency) 

Relative  Value  Of  Farmland  {From  Part  V) 

100 

/7 

/7 

/7 

Total  Corridor  Assessment  (From  Part  Vi  above  or  a  local  site 
assessment) 

160 

76 

76 

76 

0 

TOTAL  POINTS  (Total  of  above  2  lines) 

260 

^3 

93 

93 

1.  Corridor  Selected: 

2.  Tola)  Acres  of  Farmlands  to  be 
Converted  by  Project: 

3.  Date  Of  Selection: 

4.  Was  A  Local  Site  Assessment  Used? 

5.  Reason  For  Selection: 


Signature  of  Person  Completing  this  Part: 


DATE 


NOTE:  Complete  a  form  for  each  segment  wilh  more  than  one  Alternate  Corridor 


APPENDIX  H 


Ronan  Regional  Air  Quality  Analysis 


us  93  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Ninepipe/Ronan  Improvement  Project 

Lake  County,  Montana 


Regional  and  Hotspot  Air  Quality  Analysis 

Background 

This  appendix  documents  the  detailed  air  quality  analysis  to  satisfy  three 
requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA) 
guidance:  a  mobile  source  air  toxics  analysis,  a  regional  emissions  analysis  for 
transportation  conformity,  and  a  PMio  hotspot  analysis  for  transportation 
conformity. 

The  1996  US  93  Evaro-Polson  Final  Environmental  Statement  and  Section  4(f) 
Evaluation  contains  a  Poison  and  Ronan  Conformity  Determination.  A  finding  of 
conformity  was  made  by  FHWA  on  January  31,  1996,  based  on  the  analysis 
contained  in  a  November  24,1995,  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT) 
memorandum. 

In  addition  to  a  regional  emissions  analysis,  the  conformity  rule  requires  a 
project-level  hotspot  analysis  for  PMio,  in  order  to  determine  whether  localized 
violations  of  the  PMio  standard  are  likely.  This  appendix  includes  a  hot-spot 
analysis  and  a  revised  conformity  analysis  based  on  the  preferred  alternative  for 
improvement  of  US  93  through  Ronan. 

Acronyms  Used 

ADT  -  average  daily  traffic 

DHV  -  design  hour  volume 

DVMT  -  daily  vehicle  miles  of  travel 

MSATs  -  mobile  source  air  toxics 

PMio  -  particulate  matter  of  10  microns  or  smaller 

PA  -  preferred  alternative 

VMT  -  vehicle  miles  of  travel 


Mobile  Source  Air  Toxics  (MSAT)  Analysis 

In  2006,  FHWA  released  its  Interim  Guidance  on  Air  Toxic  Analysis  In  NEPA 
Documents.  This  guidance  spells  out  procedures  for  analysis  of  mobile  source 
air  toxics  (MSAT)  pollutants.  Under  the  guidance,  a  qualitative  analysis  of  likely 
MSAT  impacts  is  conducted  for  roadway  projects  where  the  design  year  traffic 
volumes  are  lower  than  140,000  vehicles  per  day.  The  traffic  volumes 
associated  with  this  project  are  well  below  the  140,000  ADT  threshold  (see  table 
4.1-1).  The  following  discussion  documents  FHWA's  MSAT  analysis. 

What  are  Mobile  Source  Air  Toxics? 

Mobile  Source  Air  Toxics  (MSATs)  are  compounds  in  both  gaseous  and  ultra  fine 
particle  form  emitted  from  vehicles  that  travel  on  highways  and  non-road 
equipment  like  bull  dozers,  loaders,  and  diesel  generators.  Some  toxic 
compounds  are  present  in  fuel  and  are  emitted  to  the  air  when  the  fuel 
evaporates  or  passes  through  the  engine  unburned.  Other  toxics  are  emitted 
from  the  incomplete  combustion  of  fuels  or  as  secondary  combustion  products. 
Metal  air  toxics  also  result  from  engine  wear  or  from  impurities  in  oil  or  gasoline 
(EPA420-R-00-023,  December  2000). 

Health,  Federal  Regulations  and  the  Reduction  of  Pollution  Over  Time 

The  US  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  is  the  lead  Federal  Agency  for 
administering  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  has  certain  responsibilities  regarding  the 
health  effects  of  MSATs  (EPA400-F-92-004,  August  1994).  In  2001  EPA  issued  a 
Final  Rule  on  Controlling  Emissions  of  Hazardous  Air  Pollutants  from  Mobile 
Sources  (66  FR  17229,  March  29,  2001).  This  rule  was  issued  under  the 
authority  in  Section  202  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  and  the  rule's  preamble  provides 
information  regarding  the  effects  and  control  of  MSATs.  EPA  updated  this  rule  in 
2007  (72  FR  8427,  February  26,  2007). 

In  the  2001  rule,  EPA  listed  21  compounds  emitted  from  motor  vehicles  that  are 
known  or  suspected  to  cause  cancer  or  other  serious  health  effects.  EPA 
identified  six  of  these  pollutants  as  being  responsible  for  most  of  the  adverse 
health  risk,  and  FHWA  refers  to  these  pollutants  as  the  "priority"  MSATs. 
Between  1990  and  2020  EPA  predicts  that  national  control  programs  will  reduce 
on-highway  emissions  of  benzene,  formaldehyde,  1,3-butadiene,  acrolein,  and 
acetaldehyde  by  67  to  87  percent,  and  will  reduce  on-highway  diesel  particulate 
matter  (DPM)  emissions  by  90  percent.  These  reductions  are  due  to  the  benefits 
of  national  mobile  source  control  programs,  including  requirements  for 
reformulated  gasoline  program,  a  new  cap  on  the  toxics  content  of  gasoline,  the 
national  low  emission  vehicle  standards,  the  Tier  2  motor  vehicle  emissions 
standards  and  gasoline  sulfur  control  requirements,  and  the  heavy-duty  engine 
and  vehicle  standards  and  on-highway  diesel  fuel  sulfur  control  requirements. 
These  are  net  emission  reductions,  that  is,  the  reductions  that  will  be 
experienced  even  after  growth  in  vehicle  miles  traveled  is  taken  into  account. 


o:\proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-h\native  file\final  air  quality  report  2008  01  05.doc 


National  Health  and  Risk 

EPA  is  in  the  process  of  assessing  the  risks  of  various  kinds  of  exposures  to 
these  pollutants.  The  EPA  Integrated  Risk  Information  System  (IRIS)  is  a 
database  of  human  health  effects  that  may  result  from  exposure  to  various 
substances  found  in  the  environment.  The  IRIS  database  is  located  at 
http://www.epa.qov/iris.  The  following  toxicity  information  for  the  six  prioritized 
MSATs  was  taken  verbatim  from  the  IRIS  database  Weight  of  Evidence 
Cliaracterization  summaries  and  represents  the  EPA's  most  current  evaluations 
of  the  potential  hazards  and  toxicology  of  these  chemicals  or  mixtures. 


• 


Under  the  proposed  revised  Carcinogen  Risk  Assessment  Guidelines 
(U.S.  EPA,  1996),  benzene  is  characterized  as  a  known  human 
carcinogen. 

•  Under  the  Draft  Revised  Guidelines  for  Carcinogen  Risk  Assessment 
(U.S.  EPA,  1999),  the  potential  carcinogenicity  of  acrolein  cannot  be 
determined  because  the  existing  data  are  inadequate  for  an  assessment 
of  human  carcinogenic  potential  for  either  the  oral  or  inhalation  route  of 
exposure. 

•  Formaldehyde  is  a  probable  human  carcinogen,  based  on  limited 
evidence  in  humans,  and  sufficient  evidence  in  animals. 

•  Under  EPA's  1999  Guidelines  for  Carcinogen  Risk  Assessment  (U.S. 
EPA,  1999),  1,3-butadiene  is  characterized  as  carcinogenic  to  humans  by 
inhalation. 

•  Acetaldehyde  is  a  probable  human  carcinogen  based  on  increased 
incidence  of  nasal  tumors  in  male  and  female  rats  and  laryngeal  tumors  in 
male  and  female  hamsters  after  inhalation  exposure. 

•  Using  U.S.  EPA's  revised  draft  1999  Guidelines  for  Carcinogen  Risk 
Assessment  (U.S.  EPA,  1999),  diesel  exhaust  (DE)  is  likely  to  be 
carcinogenic  to  humans  by  inhalation  from  environmental  exposures. 
Diesel  exhaust  as  reviewed  in  this  document  is  the  combination  of  diesel 
particulate  matter  and  diesel  exhaust  organic  gases. 

MSAT  Study  Limitations  and  Limitations 

This  appendix  includes  a  basic  analysis  of  the  likely  MSAT  emission  impacts  of 
this  project.  However,  available  technical  tools  do  not  enable  us  to  predict  the 
project-specific  health  impacts  of  the  emission  changes  associated  with  the 
alternatives  in  this  report.  Due  to  these  limitations,  the  following  discussion  is 
included  in  accordance  with  CEQ  regulations  (40  CFR  1502.22(b))  regarding 
incomplete  or  unavailable  information: 
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Information  that  is  Unavailable  or  Incomplete.  Evaluating  the  environmental 
and  health  impacts  from  MSATs  on  a  proposed  highway  project  would  involve 
several  key  elements,  including  emissions  modeling,  dispersion  modeling  in 
order  to  estimate  ambient  concentrations  resulting  from  the  estimated  emissions, 
exposure  modeling  in  order  to  estimate  human  exposure  to  the  estimated 
concentrations,  and  then  final  determination  of  health  impacts  based  on  the 
estimated  exposure.  Each  of  these  steps  is  encumbered  by  technical 
shortcomings  or  uncertain  science  that  prevents  a  more  complete  determination 
of  the  MSAT  health  impacts  of  this  project. 

•  Emissions:  The  EPA  tools  to  estimate  MSAT  emissions  from  motor 
vehicles  are  not  sensitive  to  key  variables  determining  emissions  of 
MSATs  in  the  context  of  highway  projects.  While  MOBILE  6.2  is  used  to 
predict  emissions  at  a  regional  level,  it  has  limited  applicability  at  the 
project  level.  MOBILE  6.2  is  a  trip-based  model-emission  factors  are 
projected  based  on  a  typical  trip  of  7.5  miles,  and  on  average  speeds  for 
this  typical  trip.  This  means  that  MOBILE  6.2  does  not  have  the  ability  to 
predict  emission  factors  for  a  specific  vehicle  operating  condition  at  a 
specific  location  at  a  specific  time.  Because  of  this  limitation,  MOBILE  6.2 
can  only  approximate  the  operating  speeds  and  levels  of  congestion  likely 
to  be  present  on  the  largest-scale  projects,  and  cannot  adequately  capture 
emissions  effects  of  smaller  projects.  For  particulate  matter,  the  model 
results  are  not  sensitive  to  average  trip  speed,  although  the  other  MSAT 
emission  rates  do  change  with  changes  in  trip  speed.  Lastly,  in  its 
discussions  of  PM  under  the  conformity  rule,  EPA  has  identified  problems 
with  MOBILE6.2  as  an  obstacle  to  quantitative  analysis. 

These  deficiencies  compromise  the  capability  of  MOBILE  6.2  to  estimate 
MSAT  emissions.  MOBILE  6.2  is  an  adequate  tool  for  projecting 
emissions  trends,  and  performing  relative  analyses  between  alternatives 
for  very  large  projects,  but  it  is  not  sensitive  enough  to  capture  the  effects 
of  travel  changes  tied  to  smaller  projects  or  to  predict  emissions  near 
specific  roadside  locations. 

•  Dispersion.  The  tools  to  predict  how  MSATs  disperse  are  also  limited. 
The  EPA's  current  regulatory  models,  CALINE3  and  CAL3QHC,  were 
developed  and  validated  more  than  a  decade  ago  for  the  purpose  of 
predicting  episodic  concentrations  of  carbon  monoxide  to  determine 
compliance  with  the  NAAQS.  The  performance  of  dispersion  models  is 
more  accurate  for  predicting  maximum  concentrations  that  can  occur  at 
some  time  at  some  location  within  a  geographic  area.  This  limitation 
makes  it  difficult  to  predict  accurate  exposure  patterns  at  specific  times  at 
specific  highway  project  locations  across  an  urban  area  to  assess 
potential  health  risk.  The  National  Cooperative  Highway  Research 
Program  (NCHRP)  is  conducting  research  on  best  practices  in  applying 
models  and  other  technical  methods  in  the  analysis  of  MSATs.  This  work 
also  will  focus  on  identifying  appropriate  methods  of  documenting  and 
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communicating  MSAT  impacts  in  the  NEPA  process  and  to  the  general 
public.  Along  with  these  general  limitations  of  dispersion  models,  FHWA  is 
also  faced  with  a  lack  of  monitoring  data  in  most  areas  for  use  in 
establishing  project-specific  MSAT  background  concentrations. 

•     Exposure  Levels  and  Health  Effects.  Finally,  even  if  emission  levels  and 
concentrations  of  MSATs  could  be  accurately  predicted,  shortcomings  in 
current  techniques  for  exposure  assessment  and  risk  analysis  preclude  us 
from  reaching  meaningful  conclusions  about  project-specific  health 
impacts.  Exposure  assessments  are  difficult  because  it  is  difficult  to 
accurately  calculate  annual  concentrations  of  MSATs  near  roadways,  and 
to  determine  the  portion  of  a  year  that  people  are  actually  exposed  to 
those  concentrations  at  a  specific  location.  These  difficulties  are  magnified 
for  70-year  cancer  assessments,  particularly  because  unsupportable 
assumptions  would  have  to  be  made  regarding  changes  in  travel  patterns 
and  vehicle  technology  (which  affects  emissions  rates)  over  a  70-year 
period.  There  are  also  considerable  uncertainties  associated  with  the 
existing  estimates  of  toxicity  of  the  various  MSATs,  because  of  factors 
such  as  low-dose  extrapolation  and  translation  of  occupational  exposure 
data  to  the  general  population.  Because  of  these  shortcomings,  any 
calculated  difference  in  health  impacts  between  alternatives  is  likely  to  be 
much  smaller  than  the  uncertainties  associated  with  calculating  the 
impacts.  Consequently,  the  results  of  such  assessments  would  not  be 
useful  to  decision  makers,  who  would  need  to  weigh  this  information 
against  other  project  impacts  that  are  better  suited  for  quantitative 
analysis. 

Relevance  of  Unavailable  or  Incomplete  Information  to  Evaluating 
Reasonably  Foreseeable  Significant  Adverse  Impacts  on  the  Environment, 
and  Evaluation  oflimpacts  Based  upon  Theoretical  Approaches  or 
Research  Methods  Generally  Sccepted  in  the  Scientific  Community, 

Because  of  the  uncertainties  outlined  above,  a  quantitative  assessment  of  the 
effects  of  air  toxic  emissions  impacts  on  human  health  cannot  be  made  at  the 
project  level.  While  available  tools  do  allow  us  to  reasonably  predict  relative 
emissions  changes  between  alternatives  for  larger  projects,  the  amount  of  MSAT 
emissions  from  each  of  the  project  alternatives  and  MSAT  concentrations  or 
exposures  created  by  each  of  the  project  alternatives  cannot  be  predicted  with 
enough  accuracy  to  be  useful  in  estimating  health  impacts.  Therefore,  the 
relevance  of  the  unavailable  or  incomplete  information  is  that  it  is  not  possible  to 
make  a  determination  of  whether  any  of  the  alternatives  would  have  "significant 
adverse  impacts  on  the  human  environment." 

To  date,  EPA  has  not  issued  specific  health  impacts  based  emissions  or 
exposure  level  standards.  They  also  have  not  provided  national  project  level 
guidelines  or  guidance  to  study  MSATs  under  various  climatic  and  geographic 
situations.  Such  limitations  make  the  study  of  MSAT  concentrations,  exposures, 
and  health  impacts  difficult  and  uncertain.  Thus,  accurate  and  reliable  estimates 
of  actual  human  health  or  environmental  impacts  from  transportation  projects  and 
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mobile  source  air  toxics  are  not  scientifically  possible  at  this  time.  EPA  has  also 
not  established  toxicity  factors  for  diesel  particulate  matter,  although  one  study 
asserts  that  this  pollutant  accounts  for  a  large  portion  of  MSAT  health  risk  in 
certain  situations,  using  toxicity  factor  that  is  unique  to  California. 

The  analysis  of  air  toxic  emissions  is  an  emerging  field.  The  U.S.  Department  of 
Transportation  (US  DOT)  and  EPA  are  currently  working  to  develop  and  evaluate 
the  technical  tools  necessary  to  perform  air  toxics  analysis,  including 
improvements  to  emissions  models  and  air  quality  dispersion  models.  Limitations 
with  the  existing  modeling  tools  preclude  performing  the  same  level  of  analysis 
that  is  typically  performed  for  other  pollutants,  such  as  carbon  monoxide. 
FHWA's  ongoing  work  in  air  toxic  emissions  includes  a  research  program  to 
determine  and  quantify  the  contribution  of  mobile  sources  to  air  toxic  emissions, 
the  establishment  of  policies  for  addressing  air  toxics  in  environmental  reports, 
and  the  assessment  of  scientific  literature  on  health  impacts  associated  with 
motor  vehicle  toxic  emissions. 

Project  Level  MSAT  Emissions  Impacts 

This  project  is  designed  to  provide  additional  roadway  capacity  to  address  future 
growth  in  traffic  volumes.  Because  most  of  the  project  corridor  is  rural  in  nature 
and  serves  travel  between  different  locations  in  Montana,  the  project 
improvements  are  not  expected  to  result  in  a  difference  in  total  traffic  volumes 
between  the  No-Action  and  preferred  alternatives. 

MSAT  emissions  are  generally  sensitive  to  vehicle  speed,  with  higher  emissions 
rates  associated  with  low  speeds.  The  congestion  relief  benefits  of  this  project 
(see  Table  5.1-6)  significantly  improve  future  speeds  in  Ronan,  resulting  in  lower 
MSAT  emissions.  Traffic  signals  will  be  installed  in  up  to  four  locations  in  the 
future  as  traffic  signal  warrants  are  met;  these  signals  will  create  some  vehicle 
idling,  which  would  increase  MSAT  emissions  compared  to  unsignalized 
intersections.  However,  signals  would  likely  be  needed  in  the  future  under  the 
No-Action  Alternative  as  well. 

The  couplet  design,  because  it  divides  the  total  traffic  volume  onto  two  separate 
roadways,  will  tend  to  increase  emissions  along  First  Avenue  SW  and  decrease 
emissions  along  the  existing  Highway  US  93  corridor  relative  to  the  No-Action 
Alternative.  The  one-way  street  design  associated  with  the  couplet  will  also 
reduce  idling  time  associated  with  vehicles  waiting  for  opportunities  to  make  left 
turns.  Finally,  the  wide  buffers  associated  with  Alternative  Ronan  4  (PA)  will 
result  in  lower  concentrations  of  MSATs  and  other  pollutants  on  the  sidewalks, 
reducing  exposure  to  these  pollutants. 

Regardless  of  which  alternative  is  chosen,  FHWA  expects  lower  MSAT 
emissions  in  the  future  due  to  EPA's  national  vehicle  and  fuel  control  programs, 
as  noted  above. 
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Regional  PMio  Analysis 

Since  Ronan  is  a  rural  PMio  nonattainment  area  and  does  not  have  a  state 
implementation  plan  (SIP)  with  emissions  budgets  for  transportation  conformity, 
FHWA's  project-level  conformity  determination  for  the  project  must  be 
accompanied  by  a  regional  emissions  analysis  demonstrating  that  emissions 
resulting  from  construction  of  the  project,  along  with  emissions  from  existing 
roadways,  must  be  no  greater  than  1)  emissions  associated  with  not  building  the 
project  (e.g.,  the  No-Action  alternative)  or  2)  emissions  in  calendar  year  1990. 
The  first  option  was  chosen  for  this  analysis.  The  analysis  years  include  2030 
(the  horizon  year  of  the  recently-updated  statewide  transportation  plan,  2012 
(near-term  year),  and  2020  (interim  year). 

A  series  of  observations  and  calculations  have  been  used  in  this  analysis.  Since 
Ronan  is  a  small  community  with  no  regular  program  of  traffic  counts,  collector 
and  local  street  VMT  have  been  projected  using  population  and  VMT  data  from 
Columbia  Falls,  which  is  a  nearby  PMio  area  with  permanent  traffic  count 
stations.  US  93  VMT  was  calculated  directly  from  data  in  the  EIS.  Information  on 
PMio  emissions  was  taken  from  the  recent  Missoula  conformity  determination, 
since  it  represents  the  most  recent  conformity  determination  in  the  western  part 
of  Montana. 

General  requirements:  Latest  planning  assumptions:  This  analysis  relies  on  the 
most  recent  available  data  for  the  Ronan  area.  In  some  cases  data  for  other 
locations  have  been  substituted  because  such  data  are  not  collected  in  Ronan 
(for  example,  road  dust  emissions  factors).  In  many  cases,  the  data  in  the  SEIS 
represent  the  latest  planning  assumptions  for  the  area,  since  it  is  the  most  recent 
analysis  conducted  for  the  area. 

General  requirements:  Latest  emissions  model:  The  motor  vehicle  exhaust, 
brake  and  tire  wear  emissions  rates  are  based  on  EPA's  MOBILES. 2  emissions 
model  and  inputs  appropriate  for  Ronan.  In  some  cases,  national  defaults  were 
used  in  the  model  (e.g.,  age  distributions,  fleet  mix)  because  local  Ronan  data 
were  not  available.  The  road  dust  emissions  rates  are  based  on  factors  from 
Missoula,  which  in  turn  are  based  on  EPA's  latest  AP42  emission  factors. 


Step  1:  Calculate  2000  Ronan  Collector  and  Local  VMT  Based  on  Columbia  Falls 
VMT 

This  information  was  calculated  by  the  Montana  Department  of  Transportation 
from  three  permanent  traffic  counters  in  Columbia  Falls  and  prorated  to  Ronan 
by  population. 
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2000  Population 

2000  Collector 
DVMT 

2000  Local  DVMT 

Columbia  Falls 

3645 

40953 

30255 

Ronan 

1812 

20359 

15040 

Step  2:  Adjust  to  2012,  2020  and  2030  VMT 

The  2000  daily  VMT  estimates  were  grown  to  represent  future  values  based  on 
the  2.8  percent  annual  traffic  growth  rate  used  in  the  SEIS  (page  2-12  of  the  draft 
SEIS) 


2000 

Ronan 

VMT 

Annual 
Growth 
Factor 

2012 

Ronan 

VMT 

2020 

Ronan 

VMT 

2030 

Ronan 

VMT 

Collector 

20359 

.028 

27200 

31760 

37461 

Local 

15040 

.028 

20093 

23462 

27674 

Step  3:  Calculate  Ronan  2012,  2020  and  2030  Collector  and  Local  Emissions 

Since  Ronan  is  a  Tribal  nonattainment  area  and  has  not  generated  road  dust 
emissions  estimates  for  use  in  SIP  development,  emission  rates  were  taken  from 
the  most  recent  Missoula  conformity  analysis.  These  emission  rates  are  based 
on  the  latest  version  of  EPA's  AP42  emission  factor  equations  for  estimating  road 
dust  emissions.  Road  dust  rates  are  the  "unwashed  sand"  rates  from  Missoula, 
which  were  considered  most  representative  of  conditions  in  Ronan.  Emissions 
rates  for  vehicle  exhaust,  brake  and  tire  wear  for  calendar  years  2012,  2020  and 
2030  were  generated  using  the  MOBILES. 2  emissions  model. 


Emission  rates 

Collectors  IbA/MT 

Locals  Ib/VMT 

Road  dust 

0.02336 

0.03040 

Exhaust/brake/tire  wear  (2012) 

0.00008 

0.00008 

Exhaust/brake/tire  wear  (2020) 

0.00006 

0.00006 

Exhaust/brake/tire  wear  (2030) 

0.00006 

0.00006 

Total  emissions  lb/day  (2012) 

637.6 

612.4 

Total  emissions  lb/day  (2020) 

743.8 

714.7 

Total  emissions  lb/day  (2030) 

877.3 

842.9 

In  addition,  a  1991  air  quality  analysis  for  Ronan  included  an  emissions  estimate 
of  144.4  pounds  per  day  for  unpaved  streets.  According  to  EPA's  AP42 
emissions  inventory  guidance,  these  estimates  include  vehicle  exhaust,  brake 
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and  tire  wear  at  1980  emissions  rates,  which  are  conservative  (high)  compared 
to  emissions  in  the  calendar  years  examined  in  the  current  analysis.  The  1991 
estimate  was  adjusted  upward  to  reflect  future  travel  activity  using  the  2.8 
percent  traffic  growth  rate  from  the  SEIS: 


2012  PMio  from  unpaved  Ronan  streets  =  229.4  lb/day 
2020  PMio  from  unpaved  Ronan  streets  =  261.8  lb/day 
2030  PMio  from  unpaved  Ronan  streets  =  302.3  lb/day 

Step  4:  Calculate  US  93  Emissions  in  2012,  2020  and  2030 

Calendar  year  2000  traffic  volumes  from  table  4.1-1  of  the  SEIS  were  used  in 
conjunction  with  the  corridor  traffic  growth  rate  to  calculate  future  year  emissions 
from  US  93  itself.  To  be  conservative,  the  highest  reported  design  hour  volume 
(1710  vehicles  per  hour)  was  used. 

Assumptions: 

DHV  =  10  percent  of  ADT 

Growth  rate  for  US  93  =  2.8  percent  per  year 

2000  ADT  =  10  (2000  DHV)  =  17100  vehicles  per  day 
2012  ADT  =  22846  vehicles/day 
2020  ADT  =  26676  vehicles/day 
2030  ADT  =  31464  vehicles/day 

Emissions  are  determined  based  on  VMT,  not  ADT,  so  the  lengths  of  the  various 
roadway  segments  need  to  be  applied  to  calculate  daily  VMT.  The  VMT 
estimates  for  the  couplet  sections  are  estimated  separately  to  account  for  the 
application  of  mitigation  in  the  build  scenario  (see  below).  The  ADT  estimates  are 
divided  by  two  for  the  one-way  couplet  sections. 


Segment 

Length, 
mi 

2012 
VMT 

2020 
VMT 

2030 
VMT 

South  Corporate  Limits  to  Garfield  St 

0.5 

11423 

13338 

15732 

SB  Couplet 

0.53 

6054 

7069 

8338 

NB  Couplet 

0.49 

5597 

6536 

7709 

Round  Butte  Road  to  North  Corporate 
Limits 

0.25 

5711 

7866 

7866 

The  preferred  alternative  (PA)  is  a  couplet  through  Ronan.  The  PA  and  all  other 
alternatives  would  improve  the  existing  highway  by  replacing  existing  curbs, 
gutters,  paved  shoulders,  and  approaches.  The  PA  also  adds  these 
improvements  to  First  Avenue  SW.  Curbs,  gutters,  paved  shoulders,  and 
approaches  will  be  added  in  these  areas: 
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South  Corporate  Limits  to  Garfield  Street 
SB  Couplet  Round  Butte  Rd  to  Garfield 
Round  Butte  Rd  to  North  Corporate  Limits 

These  improvements  will  substantially  reduce  carry-on  or  background  emissions 
caused  by  vehicles  tracking  road  dust  from  adjacent  unpaved  surfaces  onto  the 
highway. 

Previous  regional  analyses  and  conformity  determinations  in  Kalispell  and 
Whitefish  have  estimated  a  conservative  60  percent  reduction  in  background 
emissions  attributable  to  similar  design  features  based  on  information  provided 
by  the  Montana  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  (formerly  the  Montana 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences).  Emissions  (based  on 
0.02025  Ib/VMT  from  11/24/95  Conformity  Analysis)  and  expected  reductions 
would  be: 


2012 

2020 

2030 

Segment 

No  Action 

Build 

No  Action 

Build 

No  Action 

Build 

South  Corporate  Limits  to 
Garfield  St 

234.2 

93.7 

273.4 

109.4 

322.5 

129.0 

SB  Couplet 

124.1 

49.6 

144.9 

58.0 

170.9 

68.4 

NB  Couplet 

114.7 

114.7 

134.0 

134.0 

158.0 

158.0 

Round  Butte  Rd  to  North 
Corporate  Limits 

117.1 

46.8 

161.3 

64.5 

161.3 

64.5 

Total  US  93  emissions 

590.1 

304.9 

713.6 

365.8 

812.7 

419.9 

Step  5:  Assemble  Regional  Emissions  Analysis 


2012 

2020 

2030 

Source 

No 
Action 

Build 

No 
Action 

Build 

No 
Action 

Build 

US  93  emissions 

590.1 

304.9 

713.6 

365.8 

812.7 

419.9 

Collectors 

637.6 

637.6 

743.8 

743.8 

877.3 

877.3 

Locals 

612.4 

612.4 

714.7 

714.7 

842.9 

842.9 

Unpaved  Roads 

229.4 

229.4 

261.8 

261.8 

302.3 

302.3 

Total 

2069.5 

1784.3 

2433.9 

2086.1 

2835.2 

2442.4 

The  regional  emissions  analysis  shows  that  emissions  associated  with  building 
the  project  in  each  year  are  lower  than  emissions  associated  with  the  No-Action 
Alternative,  thus  satisfying  the  conformity  test  that  emissions  in  the  build  scenario 
be  no  greater  than  emissions  in  no-build. 


o:\proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-h\native  file\final  air  quality  report  2008  01  05.doc 


Qualitative  PMio  Hot  Spot  Analysis 


The  qualitative  analysis  follows  the  March  2006  EPA/FHWA  guidance, 
"Transportation  Conformity  Guidance  for  Qualitative  Hot-spot  Analysis  In  PM2.5 
and  PMio  Nonattalnment  and  Maintenance  Areas."  The  guidance  requires  that 
PMio  hotspot  analyses  address  the  following  elements: 

0  Description  of  project  (location,  design  and  scope;  date  project  is  expected  to 

be  open) 

0  Description  of  existing  conditions  and  changes  resulting  from  project 

0  Contributing  Factors 

0  Air  Quality 

0  Transportation  and  traffic  conditions 

0  Built  and  natural  environment 

0  Meteorology,  climate  and  seasonal  data 

0  Adopted  emissions  control  measures 
0  Description  of  analysis  method  chosen 

0  Description  of  type  of  emissions  considered  in  the  analysis  (e.g.,  exhaust,  road 
dust,  construction  emissions) 

0  Description  of  analysis  years;  consider  full  time  frame  of  area's  LRTP,  and 
examine  year  or  years  in  which  emissions  are  expected  to  peak 
0  Professional  judgment  of  impact 
0  Discussion  of  any  mitigation  measures 
0  Written  commitments  for  mitigation 
0  Conclusion  on  how  project  meets  40  CFR  93.116  and  93.123 

Section  93.123(b)(1)  of  the  conformity  rule  only  requires  PM  hotspot  analysis  for 
"projects  of  air  quality  concern",  which  are  generally  defined  as  projects  which 
feature  a  large  volume  of  diesel  traffic.  However,  this  provision  does  not  apply  in 
Montana;  the  state  of  Montana  conformity  requirements  are  based  on  an  older 
version  of  the  federal  transportation  conformity  rule  and  do  not  reflect  this 
provision.  Thus,  PM  hotspot  analyses  are  required  for  all  non-exempt  federal 
projects  in  Montana's  PMio  nonattalnment  and  maintenance  areas,  and  the 
question  of  whether  this  project  would  be  considered  a  "project  of  air  quality 
concern"  is  not  relevant.  Section  93.123(b)(1)  of  the  federal  rule  will  only  apply  in 
Montana  once  the  state  of  Montana  conformity  requirements  have  been  revised 
to  reflect  the  most  recent  federal  requirements,  and  this  revision  has  been 
approved  by  EPA. 

Description  of  project  (location,  design  and  scope;  date  project  Is  expected  to  be 
open) 

This  information  is  included  in  Part  1  (Summary)  of  this  SEIS,  with  more  detailed 
discussion  in  other  sections  of  the  SEIS.  The  differences  in  project  design  under 
the  various  alternatives  are  discussed  in  Part  3  of  the  SEIS.  The  PM  hotspot 
analysis  covers  only  the  preferred  alternative;  if  some  other  alternative  is 
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ultimately  selected,  that  alternative  will  need  to  comply  with  the  PM  hotspot 
requirement  and  other  project-level  conformity  requirements  prior  to  issuance  of 
a  Record  of  Decision. 

Description  of  existing  traffic  conditions  and  clianges  resulting  from  project 

This  information  is  included  in  chapters  4.1  and  5.1  of  the  SEIS. 

Contributing  Factors:  Air  Quality,  Transportation  and  traffic  conditions,  Built  and 
natural  environment.  Meteorology,  climate  and  seasonal  data,  and  Adopted 
emissions  control  measures 

Much  of  this  information  is  provided  in  other  sections  of  this  SEIS,  including 
section  4.7  (air  quality,  meteorology,  and  climate  data),  sections  4.1  and  5.1 
(transportation  and  traffic  data),  and  sections  4.2  and  5.2  (built  and  natural 
environment).  The  above  factors  would  be  largely  the  same  regardless  of  which 
alternative  is  selected,  except  that  roadway  configurations  and  travel  speeds 
would  change.  Traffic  volumes  are  not  expected  to  change  if  the  project  is  built. 
Ronan  does  not  implement  any  control  measures  for  PMio. 

Five  emission  source  categories  of  priority  air  pollutants  in  the  project  area  were 
identified  in  the  US  93  Evaro  to  Poison  FEIS.  These  include  automobile  exhaust 
from  vehicular  traffic  on  roadways,  residential  heating  (typically  wood  burning), 
agricultural  activities,  and  road  construction.  These  sources  are  still  active  today 
and  industrial  sources  may  be  an  additional  source  of  emissions  (Wahl  2003). 
Vehicular  traffic  also  generates  fugitive  particulate  emissions  by  causing  small 
particles  of  soil  and  winter  sanding  material  on  the  roadway  to  become 
suspended  in  the  air. 

Ronan  is  a  Tribal  nonattainment  area.  No  state  implementation  plan  has  been 
developed  for  the  area.  The  most  recent  comprehensive  air  quality  emissions 
inventory  for  the  area  was  conducted  in  1991.  This  inventory  indicated  that 
approximately  80  percent  of  the  PMio  emissions  in  Ronan  were  attributable  to 
on-road  mobile  sources. 

PMio  air  quality  is  monitored  in  Ronan  Park.  There  have  been  no  exceedances  of 
the  PMio  standard  at  this  station  for  the  period  2002-2006;  the  last  recorded 
exceedance  was  in  November  1999.  One  exceedance  per  year  is  allowed  under 
the  PMio  standard,  so  compliance  is  based  on  the  second  highest  value.  As  can 
be  seen  from  the  table  below,  recent  second  high  values  in  Ronan  are  around 
one  third  of  the  150  microgram  per  cubic  meter  PMio  standard. 
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Year 

Readinas 

1st  Max 

2nd  Max 

3rd  Max 

4th  Max 

2002 

226 

55 

53 

52 

46 

2003 

226 

58 

52 

50 

47 

2004 

159 

66 

49 

48 

44 

2005 

53 

61 

56 

36 

33 

2006 

46 

55 

48 

38 

37 

Description  of  analysis  method  chosen 

This  analysis  uses  the  "monitor  comparison  approach"  outlined  in  the  March 
2006  EPA/FHWA  guidance.  Under  this  approach,  an  air  quality  monitor  is 
identified  that  has  similar  traffic  volumes,  truck  activity  and  surrounding  sources 
and  land  use  as  those  in  the  project  area,  and  PMio  monitored  air  quality  from 
this  comparison  monitor  is  used  to  evaluate  the  likely  PMio  conditions  in  the 
project  area. 

FHWA  reviewed  calendar  year  2005  air  quality  and  traffic  data  in  two  nearby 
communities  where  PMio  is  monitored  (Kalispell  and  Missoula).  2005  was  chosen 
as  it  is  the  latest  year  for  which  traffic  counts  have  been  published.  The  monitor 
locations  were  identified,  and  then  traffic  counts  on  nearby  streets  were 
summarized.  The  comparison  is  discussed  in  more  detail  below. 

This  comparison  assumes  that  truck  travel  fractions  are  the  same  on  all 
comparison  roadways.  Complete  truck  percentage  data  were  not  available  as 
part  of  the  SEIS  or  for  the  comparison  locations.  MDT's  2005  traffic  flow  map 
shows  that  the  truck  percentages  on  US  highways  in  Ronan,  Kalispell  and 
Missoula  are  roughly  similar,  and  it  was  assumed  that  truck  percentages  on  local 
streets  would  also  be  similar.  The  one  exception  is  the  Missoula  Health 
Department  monitor;  this  monitor  is  near  1-90,  which  has  a  much  higher  truck 
percentage.  Overall,  since  vehicle  exhaust,  brake  and  tire  wear  emissions  are  a 
very  small  fraction  of  total  PMio  emissions  (road  dust  is  by  far  the  major 
component  in  Ronan,  making  up  99.7  percent  of  total  roadway  emissions),  the 
assumption  that  truck  percentages  are  similar  would  not  have  any  meaningful 
impact  on  the  monitoring  data  comparison. 

The  comparison  also  assumes  land  use  is  similar  in  the  three  monitoring 
locations,  when  in  fact  Ronan  has  a  smaller  population  and  correspondingly  less 
development  and  activity  near  the  monitor  than  Kalispell  or  Missoula.  The  nearby 
community  of  Poison  also  monitors  for  PMio,  and  has  land  use  that  is  more 
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comparable  to  Ronan.  However,  the  traffic  volumes  in  Poison  are  lower  than 
those  expected  in  2030  in  the  Ronan  area,  which  prevented  use  of  this 
monitoring  site  to  evaluate  the  potential  PMio  impacts  of  the  projected  traffic 
volumes  in  Ronan. 

Description  of  type  of  emissions  considered  in  tine  analysis  (e.g.,  exhaust,  road 
dust,  construction  emissions) 

This  hotspot  analysis  includes  all  sources  of  direct  mobile  source  emissions, 
including  road  dust,  tailpipe  exhaust,  brake  and  tire  wear  emissions.  The 
conformity  rule  only  requires  consideration  of  construction  emissions  in  cases 
where  construction  activity  lasts  longer  than  five  years  at  any  individual  location, 
which  is  not  the  case  for  this  project. 

Description  of  analysis  years 

The  conformity  rule  and  the  EPA/FHWA  guidance  require  that  PM  hotspot 
analyses  1)  cover  the  entire  timeframe  of  the  area's  regional  transportation  plan, 
and  2)  be  based  on  the  year  or  years  in  which  peak  emissions  are  expected. 
Ronan  is  not  covered  by  a  metropolitan  planning  organization  and  has  no 
regional  transportation  plan.  The  air  quality  analysis  for  the  project  was  designed 
to  cover  the  timeframe  of  the  recently-updated  TranPlan  21  statewide 
transportation  plan,  which  has  a  horizon  year  of  2030. 

In  order  to  identify  the  year  or  years  of  peak  emissions,  both  mobile  source 
trends  and  trends  in  background  emissions  need  to  be  considered.  The  regional 
PMio  air  quality  analysis  described  in  the  previous  section  demonstrates  that 
2030  is  the  year  of  highest  emissions  from  roadways  in  the  nonattainment  area. 
The  contribution  of  background  concentrations  to  total  local  PMio  concentrations 
is  unknown,  so  these  concentrations  were  assumed  to  be  constant  over  time. 
National  control  programs  to  control  fine  particulate  will  tend  to  reduce  transport 
of  PMio  into  the  nonattainment  area,  but  population  growth  in  western  Montana 
will  tend  to  increase  background  PMio  over  time.  Therefore,  it  was  concluded  that 
2030  represents  the  year  of  peak  emissions. 

Professional  judgment  of  impact 

As  noted  above  in  the  regional  air  quality  analysis,  the  traffic  volume  on  US  93  in 
Ronan  in  the  expected  year  of  peak  emissions  (2030)  is  projected  at  31464 
vehicles  per  day.  In  the  monitor  comparison  approach,  FHWA  compared  this 
projected  traffic  volume  to  current  (2005)  traffic  volumes  and  PMio  levels  in 
Kalispell  and  Missoula  to  determine  whether  31464  vehicles  per  day  were  likely 
to  lead  to  a  violation  of  the  PMio  standard. 

Monitoring  data  for  the  Kalispell  and  Missoula  PMio  monitoring  sites  were 
obtained  from  EPA's  AirData  web  site.  Maps  of  the  monitor  locations  were 
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obtained  from  Montana  DEQ,  and  traffic  volumes  near  the  monitors  were 
determined  by  reviewing  MDT  2005  traffic  volume  maps.  The  traffic  volumes 
affecting  the  monitors  are  summarized  in  the  following  table. 


Location/Nearby  Streets 

Volume 

Total  Volume 

Kalispell  (Flathead 
Electric) 

US  93 

16830 

US2 

28940 

4th  Ave 

6000 

Woodland  Ave 

3190 

2nd  St 

4460 

59420 

Missoula  (Boyd  Park) 

US  93 

29260 

Russell  St 

15020 

Brooks  St 

23880 

Fairview  Ave 

4370 

Ernest  Ave 

930 

South  Ave 

14400 

87860 

Missoula  (Health  Dept.) 

1-90 

21850 

Broadway 

14140 

Spruce  St 

5970 

Higgins  Ave 

14770 

Orange  St 

16770 

Ryman  St 

2440 

75940 

Next,  these  traffic  volumes  for  2005  and  the  2005  2"^  maximum  PMio  values 
were  compared  to  the  estimated  2030  traffic  volume  for  US  93  in  Ronan. 


Monitor  Location 

City 

2005  2nd  max 
PMio 

2005 

Traffic 

Impact 

2030 

Projected 

Traffic 

Flathead  Electric 

Kalispell 

78 

59420 

Boyd  Park 

Missoula 

58 

87860 

Health  Department 

Missoula 

52 

75940 

Ronan  Park 

Ronan 

56 

31464 

The  monitor  locations  in  Kalispell  and  Missoula  are  impacted  by  much  higher 
traffic  volumes  than  those  expected  in  Ronan  in  2030.  At  the  same  time,  each  of 
these  monitor  locations  is  currently  measuring  PMio  values  well  below  the  150 
microgram  per  cubic  meter  standard.  Therefore,  since  these  higher  traffic 
volumes  do  not  appear  to  be  contributing  to  violations  of  the  PMio  standard  at  the 
Kalispell  and  Missoula  comparison  monitors,  the  lower  traffic  volume  of  31464 
vehicles  per  day  in  2030  would  not  be  expected  to  cause  or  contribute  to  a 
violation  of  the  PMio  standard  in  Ronan. 
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In  addition  to  the  monitor  comparison,  there  are  other  factors  that  contribute  to 
FHWA's  conclusion  that  the  project  would  not  be  likely  to  lead  to  violations  of  the 
PMio  standard.  First,  the  regional  emissions  analysis  shows  that  mobile  source 
PMio  emissions  are  likely  to  increase  by  approximately  40  percent  over  the 
timeframe  of  the  air  quality  analysis.  This  emissions  increase  will  tend  to  increase 
PMio  concentrations  over  time.  However,  since  current  PMio  air  quality  values  at 
the  Ronan  monitor  are  around  one  third  of  the  PMio  standard,  emissions  could 
theoretically  almost  triple  before  the  area  would  be  at  risk  of  violating  the 
standard. 

Also,  the  design  features  of  the  project  will  tend  to  reduce  PMio  concentrations 
immediately  adjacent  to  the  roadway  compared  to  the  No-Action  Alternative.  The 
couplet  design  effectively  cuts  traffic  volumes  in  half  on  the  affected  segments, 
which  will  result  in  lower  PMio  concentrations  along  the  central  portion  of  US  93 
compared  to  the  No-Action  Alternative.  Other  design  elements  that  will  reduce 
PMio  emissions  compared  to  the  No-Action  Alternative  include  surfacing 
shoulders,  adding  curbs  and  gutters,  and  consolidating  and  surfacing  gravel  and 
dirt  approaches.  The  PA  will  also  pave  1^^  Avenue  SW,  which  currently  has 
minimal  pavement. 

Conclusion  on  how  project  meets  40  CFR  93.116  and  93.123 

FHWA  concludes  that  the  preferred  alternative  will  not  cause  or  contribute  to  a 
violation  of  the  PMio  standard  for  the  following  reasons: 

1)  Monitors  in  other  communities  near  Ronan  are  impacted  by  much  higher 
traffic  volumes  than  those  associated  with  the  peak  year  of  the  US  93  project  in 
Ronan,  and  are  not  violating  the  PMio  standard. 

2)  Current  PMio  values  in  Ronan  are  approximately  one-third  of  the  PMio 
standard,  and  emissions  are  not  expected  to  increase  enough  to  lead  to  a 
violation. 

3)  The  preferred  alternative  includes  design  features  that  will  reduce  dust 
trackout  and  emissions  compared  to  the  No-Action  Alternative. 

Discussion  of  any  mitigation  measures;  written  commitments  for  mitigation 

As  noted  above,  the  preferred  alternative  is  not  expected  to  cause  or  contribute 
to  violations  of  the  PMio  NAAQS.  Part  of  this  conclusion  is  based  on  the 
mitigating  effects  of  dust  trackout  controls.  The  project  includes  commitments  for 
design  elements  that  will  reduce  PMio  emissions,  including  surfacing  shoulders, 
adding  curbs  and  gutters,  and  consolidating  and  surfacing  gravel  and  dirt 
approaches.  The  PA  will  pave  First  Avenue  SW,  currently  with  minimal 
pavement,  as  the  southbound  couplet.  These  commitments  for  design 
improvements  are  enforceable  under  section  93.125  of  the  conformity  rule  and 
the  Administrative  Rules  of  Montana  (ARM  17.8.1402). 
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APPENDIX  I 


Duck  Road  Correspondence 


LAKE  COUNTY 

106  Fourth  Avenue  East 
Poison,  Montana  59860 


U.S.  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

National  Bison  Range 
132  Bison  Range  Road 
Moiese,  Montana  59824 


MONTANA  DEPARTMENT  OF 
FISH,  WILDLIFE  &  PARKS 

Region  1 

490  North  Meridian  Road. 

KaUspell,  Montana  59901 


CONFEDERATED  SALISH  & 
KOOTENAI  TRIBES 

P.O.  Box  278 

Pablo,  Montana  59855 


August  12, 2005 


Ms.  Janice  W.  Brown 

Division  Administrator 

Federal  Highway  Administration,  Montana  Division 

2880  Skyway  Drive 

Helena,  MT  59602 

Mr.  Jim  Lynch 

Director 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

P.O.  Box  201001 

Helena,  MT  59620 

Re:      US93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Segment  Environmental  Mitigation  -  Abandonment 
of  Duck  Road 


Dear  Ms.  Brown  and  Mr.  Lynch: 

The  Lake  County  Board  of  Commissioners,  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  - 
National  Bison  Range  (USFWS),  the  Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildhfe  and  Parks 
(MtFWP),  and  the  Confederated  SaHsh  and  Kootenai  Tribes'  (Tribes)  Tribal  Council 
requests  the  consideration  of  abandoning  and  restoring  Duck  Road,  as  a  potential 
mitigation  site  for  unavoidable  impacts  to  wetlands  caused  by  construction  of  the  US93 
Ninepipe/P-onan  Improvement  Proj  ect. 

It  is  our  joint  understanding  that  planning  for  the  Ninepipe/Ronan  Improvement 
Project  is  m  the  pre-design  environmental  analysis  phase  and  that  you  intend  to  release  a 
draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS)  this  year.  Two  outstanding 


issues  regarding  the  Project  are  mitigation  for  impacts  to  wetlands,  and  mitigation  for 
impacts  to  wildlife/waterfowl  refuges  of  national,  state  or  local  significance.  We  want 
you  to  include  the  Duck  Road  concept  as  one  of  a  suite  of  potential  mitigation  projects 
that  will  be  evaluated  during  the  design  and  environmental  pemiitting  phases  of  the 
Project,  We  want  you  to  include  a  copy  of  this  letter  and  a  statement  in  the  SEIS 
acknowledging  our  joint  interest  in  future  utihzation  of  Duck  Road  as  a  potential 
mitigation  site. 

It  is  also  our  joint  understanding  that  further  governmental  action  by  Lake  County 
will  be  required  prior  to  abandoning  Duck  Road  in  the  event  that  abandonment  is  selected 
by  the  SEIS  decision  maker  as  a  component  of  the  preferred  altemative.  The  other 
government  signatories  will  support  Lake  County  as  necessary  to  comply  with  the 
process  requirements  of  Montana  Code  Annotated  §§  7-14-2601  -  2615  in  the  event  that 
abandonment  is  the  preferred  altemative  and  we  agree  on  a  mutually  acceptable 
conceptual  restoration  plan. 

A  synopsis  of  the  Duck  Road  issue,  as  we  understand  it  is  as  follows: 

Purpose  and  Need 

Mitigate  impacts  caused  by  constmction  of  US93. 

Geographic  Scope 

Abandonment  is  proposed  for  a  2.0  mile  segment  of  Duck  Road  between  the  easterly 
intersection  with  US93  and  the  westerly  intersection  with  Piedalue  Road  (boundary 
between  sections  22/23  and  26/27,  T.  20N.,  R,  20WO. 

Potential  Benefits 

Elhninate  one  pubhc  road  intersection  at  US93  which  yields  safety  improvements 

(i.e.  access-related  accidents)  and  cost  savings  (i.e.  no  auxiliary  lanes,  no  signage, 

no  overhead  lighting) 

Eliminate  2.0  miles  of  road  that  is  inconsistent  with  predommant  land  use  in  the 

area  (i.e.  pubUcly-owned  wetland  and  wildlife  habitat) 

Restore  Ml  ownership  of  area  undemeath  Duck  Road  with  USFWS  and  MtFWP 

upon  abandonment  of  road  right  of  way  by  Lake  County 

Reduce  Lake  County  maintenance  burden/cost  for  rural  road  that  is  used  sparingly 

Procure  road-building  and  wetlands-reconstruction  materials  from  existing 

roadbed 

Provide  on-site  and  in-kind  wetlands  mitigation  for  the  US93  Project  as  required 

by  the  Tribes'  Aquatic  Lands  Conservation  Ordinance  87A  and  by  Section  404  of 

the  federal  Clean  Water  Act 

Enhance  mitigation  required  by  National  Highway  Act  §  4(f) 

Acquire  asphalt  road  millings  from  US93  Project  for  use  on  improving  local 

County  roads  within  five  mile  haul  distance,  including  Rocky  Butte  Road 

(material  +  transport  +  stockpile  in  windrows) 

Constmct  two  pubhc  access  trailheads  with  parking  lots,  one  at  Duck 

Rd./Piedalue  Rd.  intersection,  the  other  at  US93/Duck  Rd.  intersection 


Known  Issues/Costs 

Added  cost  to  US 93  project  (slightly  however,  because  mitigation  is  required  for 

ALCO,  CWA  and  4(f)  even  if  not  done  at  Duck  Road) 

Diminished  access  to  recreational  users  of  Ninepipe  wetlands  complex  (mitigated 

by  construction  of  trailheads  with  parking  lots  at  two  access  points) 

Diminished  access  to  one  fee  parcel  (SHSwVi  Sec.  22)  (mitigated  by  reasonable 

access  being  available  from  Piedalue  Road) 

Elimination  of  2.0  miles  of  County  Road  that  directly  accesses  US93  (mitigated 

by  existing  access  to  NHS  system  at  State  Route  212  only  1.0  miles  from  Piedalue 

Rd./Duck  Rd.  intersection)  (mitigated  by  improved  driving  surface  on  Rocky 

Butte  Road). 

We  applaud  you  for  your  recent  work  in  redesigning  and  constructing  those 
portions  of  the  US93  Project  covered  in  the  December  2000  MOA.  We  look  forward  to 
similar  effort  and  success  for  the  Ninepipe/Ronan  segment  and  look  forward  to  working 
with  you  regarding  abandonment  and  reclamation  of  Duck  Road. 

Siacerely, 


n 


^ 


Mike  Hutchin 

Chairman  -  Lake  County  Commission 


Paddy  Trusler 

Member  -  Lake  County  Commission 


Chuck  Whitson 

Member  -  Lake  County  Conamission 


Steve  Kallin 

Manager  -  USFWS  National  Bison  Range 


D.  Fred  Matt 

Chairman -Tribal  Council 


APPENDIX  J 


Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  the 
Draft  SETS  and  Responses 


Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  the  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


Pubic  and  Agency  Comments  on  the 
Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


Introduction 

This  appendix  describes  the  activities  conducted  during  the  45-day  public  comment  period  for 
the  draft  SEIS  and  contains  the  comments  received  during  that  time  period  as  well  as  the  project 
proponents'  responses  to  those  comments. 

The  public  had  numerous  opportunities  to  comment  on  the  draft  SEIS.  Two  open  houses 
provided  the  opportunity  for  the  public  to  learn  more  about  the  project  and  to  obtain  comment 
forms  that  could  be  submitted  at  the  open  house  or  by  mail.  In  addition,  the  public  hearing 
provided  the  opportunity  for  the  public  to  submit  written  or  oral  comments.  Oral  comments  were 
recorded  during  the  public  hearing.  Additional  comments  were  received  during  the  comment 
period  via  email  or  regular  mail  submitted  to  MDT.  Written  letters  were  received  from  the 
resource  agencies. 

The  appendix  describes  the  public  open  house  and  hearing  formats  and  contains  the  public 
hearing  comments  along  with  responses  to  those  comments  (pages  J-5  through  J-329).  This  is 
followed  by  written  comments  received  from  the  public  and  resource  agencies  via  email  or  letter. 
Commenting  resource  agencies  included: 

■  Department  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Allan  Steinle,  Montana 
Program  Manager  (letter  39) 

■  Montana  Fish  Wildlife  &  Parks,  John  Grant,  Wildlife  Area  Manager  (letter 
117) 

■  Montana  Fish,  Wildlife  &  Parks,  Doug  McDonald,  Stream  Protection 
Coordinator  (letter  118) 

■  U.S.  EPA,  John  G.  Wardell,  Director,  Montana  Office  (letter  169). 


Public  Open  House  and  Hearing  Summary 

The  Federal  Highway  Administration,  the  Montana  Department  of  Transportation,  and  the 
Confederated  Salish  and  Kootenai  Tribes,  referred  to  as  the  project  proponents,  propose  to 
improve  18  kilometers  (11.2  miles)  of  roadway  in  the  Ninepipe/Ronan  section  of  the  existing 
U.S.  Highway  93  (US  93)  corridor  in  Montana. 
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Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  the  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


In  August  2006  the  draft  SEIS  for  the  US  92  Ninepipe/Ronan  Improvement  project  was  released 
for  review  and  comment. 

An  essential  part  of  the  environmental  review  process  is  public  involvement.  The  Montana 
Department  of  Transportation  hosted  two  open  houses  and  a  public  hearing  to  gather  comment 
on  the  draft  SEIS.  The  first  open  house  was  held  from  6:00  to  8:00  pm  in  St.  Ignatius  at  the 
Tribal  Fitness  Center  on  September  18,  2006.  The  second  open  house  was  held  from  4:00  to 
7:00  pm  in  Ronan  Community  Center  on  September  19,  2006  and  was  followed  by  a  formal 
public  hearing  from  7:00  to  9:00  pm  at  the  same  location.  Attendees  at  both  open  houses  were 
encouraged  to  voice  their  opinions  by  submitting  written  comments  during  the  open  house, 
recording  their  comments  during  the  formal  hearing,  mailing  in  comment  forms,  or  submitting 
their  comments  online  before  the  close  of  the  comment  period  on  October  6,  2006. 


Display  and  Handout  Materials 

Several  displays  were  posted  at  the  open  houses  and  public  hearing,  including  presentation 
boards  on  the  roadway  alternatives  under  consideration  and  extent  of  construction  and  right-of- 
way  acquisition  limits.  Handout  materials  consisted  of  figures  depicting  each  of  the  alternatives 
considered  as  well  as  tables  summarizing  project  costs  and  impacts  for  each  alternative.  In 
addition,  comment  forms  were  available  at  both  the  open  houses  and  the  public  hearing  that 
could  be  submitted  at  the  open  houses  or  by  mail 


Publicity  and  Notification 

■  The  availability  of  the  draft  SEIS  for  public  comment  was  posted  in  the 
Federal  Register  on  August  18,  2006. 

■  The  locations  where  the  document  was  available;  locations,  dates  and 
times  of  the  open  houses;  and  location  date  and  time  for  the  public  hearing 
were  advertised  on  local  radio  and  by  paid  advertisements  in  local  and 
regional  newspapers  (including  the  Missoulian,  the  CharKoosta  News,  the 
Lake  County  Leader,  and  the  Valley  Journal). 

■  Copies  of  the  draft  SEIS  were  distributed  to  agencies  with  jurisdiction,  to 
individuals  and  organizations  known  to  have  an  interest  in  the  project  and 
to  individuals  and  organizations  that  specifically  requested  a  copy.  In 
addition,  over  1,500  notices  were  mailed  to  names  on  the  general  project 
interest  list  advising  of  the  document's  availability. 

■  The  project  website  was  updated: 
http://www.skillings.com/US93/SEIS.htm.  (This  website  will  be 
maintained  through  the  publication  of  the  Record  of  Decision). 
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Project  Proponent  Participants 

Duane  Kailey,  MDT 

Craig  Genzlinger,  Federal  Highway  Administration 

Lewis  Yellowrobe,  CSKT 

Lyle  Renz,  Skillings-Connolly 


Comments  Gathered  at  the  Hearings 

The  comments  gathered  at  the  open  houses  and  public  hearing  are  contained  on  pages  J-5 
through  J-329  and  include  verbal  comments  recorded  on  tape  at  the  September  19^^  public 
hearing;  written  comment  forms  submitted  at  both  open  houses  and  the  public  hearing;  and 
comments  received  via  email  and  letter.  Written  comments  are  organized  alphabetically  by  last 
name.  Oral  comments  appear  in  the  order  they  were  recorded. 

Nearly  all  of  the  comments  summarized  on  page  J-5  through  J-329  are  direct  transcriptions, 
however  in  some  cases,  minor  edits  were  made  for  clarity  and  spelling. 


Summary  of  Comments 

Approximately  190  commenters  submitted  written  or  oral  comments  during  the  45-day  public 
comment  period  for  the  draft  SEIS.  A  summary  of  the  comments  received  is  included  below: 

■  One  hundred  and  ten  (110)  commenters  (approximately  60%)  requested 
the  inclusion  of  a  separated  bicycle/pedestrian  path  as  part  of  the  project. 

■  Forty-six  (46)  commenters  objected  to  a  southbound  passing  lane  through 
the  Ninepipe  Wildlife  Refuge  which  was  included  in  the  preliminary 
preferred  alternative  (Alternative  Rural  10).  The  USFWS  and  MFWP  also 
opposed  a  passing  lane  at  this  location. 

■  Thirty-three  (33)  commenters  supported  the  raised  parkway  alternative 
(Alternative  Rural  7). 

■  Fifteen  (15)  commenters  asked  for  slower  speeds  through  the  Ninepipe 
area. 

■  Four  (4)  commenters  supported  Alternative  Rural  10. 

■  Ten  (10)  commenters  supported  a  4-lane  road  throughout  the  project. 

■  Two  (2)  commenters  objected  to  closing  Duck  Lane. 

■  Six  (6)  commenters  commented  on  turtle  crossing  issues. 
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Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  the  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


There  were  few  (7)  comments  on  the  Ronan  section  with  2  favoring 
Alternative  Ronan  4,  the  preliminary  preferred  alternative,  which  is  the 
wider  couplet;  one  favoring  Alternative  Ronan  1,  the  4-lane  with  raised 
median  alternative;  and  4  favoring  Alternative  Ronan  5,  the  improved  3- 
lane  alternative. 

Approximately  40  other  aspects  of  the  project  that  received  a  one  or  two 
comments. 


It    o:  \proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native  files\00-0 1432-002  appendixj.doc 


J-4  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Final  SEIS 


Appendix  J — Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  tine  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


y-^ 


f^"^^ 


Jean  Riley,  MDT  Env  Services 

Helena  MT 

Dear  Jean 


C©Ft 


1-1 


I  would  like  to  provide  my  input  on  Project  CN  B744.  First  I  would 
tike  to  say  that  Highway  93  shoufd  be  a  four  -lane  road  from  the  Mexican 
border  to  the  Canadian  border,  including  through  all  urban  areas.  With  atl 
the  modern  technology  we  have  avaHable  there  is  not  any  enviormental 
reason  that  can  not  be  addressed  during  and  after  construction  of  the 
highway.  To  do  [ess  many  lives  will  be  sacrificed  instead  of  the  envior- 
ment.  Somewhere  along  the  line  a  group  has  decided  if  we  build  bigger 
highways  more  people  will  come.   People  are  going  to  come  regardless 
ot  the  size  of  the  road    Building  a  2  lane  road  with  passing  lanes  is  only  a 
slight  improvement  over  just  a  2  lane  road.  There  will  alway  be  those  who 
will  try  to  pass  in  no  passing  zones  and  those  who  will  crowd  you  over  to 
pass  where  the  passing  lane  ends.   I  think  a  four-lane  road  is  the  only  way 
to  address  the  traffic  problem.  Even  if  it  means  doing  less  miles  as  money 
becomes  available,  lets  do  it  the  safest  and  right  way  the  first  time. 


Sincerely 

xLi  ^— ■- 

LIdyd  Allen 

23675  Wild  Horse  Shores 

Dayton  MT  59914 


Letter  1,  Lloyd  Allen 

1-1. — Reconstruction  of  US  93  requires  the  project's  decisionmakers  to  balance 
highway  improvements  with,  among  many  others,  wildlife  impacts  and  protection  of 
the  environmentally  sensitive  areas  such  as  the  Ninepipe  glacial  pothole  wetland 
complex.  Alternates  Rural  3  and  Ronan  4  have  been  selected  as  the  Preferred 
Alternatives  (PA's).  These  alternatives  provide  a  divided  4  lane  highway  from 
Brooke  Lane  (RP  44.6)  through  Ronan  to  the  Baptiste  Road/Spring  Creek  Road 
intersection  (RP  48.3).  South  of  Brooke  Lane  the  highway  will  be  2  lanes  with  an 
uphill  truck  climbing/passing  lane  on  Post  Creek  Hill.  The  project  decision  makers 
believe  they  have  selected  the  alternatives  with  the  appropriate  balance  of  providing 
for  additional  capacity  in  the  highest  traveled  portions,  improved  vehicular  safety, 
and  minimized  adverse  impacts  to  wildlife  and  to  the  very  sensitive  environmental 
features  of  the  project  area. 
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2-1 


Ck) iTi  m e nt  Fo r rn 


,.y^. 


US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

WMW  m  PARTICIFATING  IH  W  PUGUC 1NVDLVJ1EMT  fmm  Your  invt^ev^nicnt  U  ^fgf^t  v;i1li?  co  chc  project 
team,  [f  yoiL  would  like  lo  submit  wriitcji  CDninienUn  please  use  this  form  ^tul  pbce  ii  in  the  oammcnt 
box  provided.  If  you  cieed  ji]orc  timcn  ynHi  arc  welcome  to  mail  it  in.  Wc  want  to  hear  from  jiouE 

TIk  Dfilt  UIS  h  also  avaljbJE  far  vjmng  or  iiimiuiBj  tonnirjKi  at  die  MDT  wtbutc  linp://Hwv*.nndtjnig.^/pvbl[ir4lrt'/eis„n.sh[ml 
Fleau  in^iuit  famnifnti  are  for  prefect  CH  BI44. 


x^^^ae^X^^^^^      ^^       ^>€ij^^  Xfj^^^^^'^^^^.^r- 


^^:rgt^^^ 


Jg^^ 


^^^jj^^    ^J^ 


Ci^^^^rJ 


HnH  pm^  ]rCDr  ii»i«  md  addirm 


Address:  S'MS<^.^^Lm^p,  fT 


Email: 


PLE«E  kIBHIT  COKHEim  llf  OB  If  FOSE  OOOBffi  i  2fflH 

> f 


PIhj*  lem  ^imr  tonnmEnls  willi  rilti(r  MDT,  Utillin^i 
CwMlly  flr  Htmn  sia1F  ai  [In  meeiiflg,  &r  mail  io; 

jiBi  i  ailf^.  PE 

Bumu  (hit^ 

Ernrwimfnul  Sffvites  Iuitju 

MOnliilJ  DfpSrlfflerU  gl  TrJnljKirlSti&n 

fd  E(n  !Qli)QI 

Helena.  Ml  Sff2»-ICai 


OPEK  HOUSES 
Koftdtr 

!^ftib«r  IB.  2X& 
£:(»  -  B:(M  fw 
Triiul  fitnm  Cmhr 

4^0  -  m  pn 


Ctnwr 

PUBLIC  HEARING 


{Mter 
Rmian.  HT 


Letter  2,  Alan  Anderson 

2-1. — Thank  you  for  that  information,  the  appropriate  change  has  been  made. 
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2a-i 


IFollowing  are  notes  from  a  n^i^iing  u  itli  Mr.  ATidtirson  on  9/19/06] 

Mr.  Anderson  met  wilh  us  to  voice  his  comment  thai  jf  there  was  to  be  a  4'lane  divided  roaduay 
in  front  of  his  fann.  wiih  riglit-in,  right-out  access,  he  would  volunteer  to  have  his  existing  access 
closL:d  with  Tulnro  aci;css  lo  be  otwiHlrucltid  as  an  ai;L;csH  a^std  north  n>  r^tHLi:;3itirti  Road    Ele  would 
then  have  access  onh  olT  Bouchard  Road.  Bouchard  Road  is  scheduled  to  have  luni  bays 
conslniclcd  in  all  build  aUcmalivcs  including  those  whicli  arc  4- lane  divided.   His  reasoning  h 
ihat  if  he  wanlcd  lo  go  north  fn^m  his  farm  and  he  was  limited  to  rigjit-in,  riglit-ont  access,  he 
would  have  to  turn  right  then  immediately  cross  2  lanes  ofiraflic  to  gel  in  ihe  left  lum  lane  at 
hinovation  1  ^ne  so  he  eould  make  a  t '-turn  to  go  north.  Dnring  shift  changes  at  ihe  Jore 
manuracturing  facility  his  observations  liave  been  tlial  tiiis  left  mm  lane  is  full  and  so  he  would 
liit\e  to  go  further  south  to  make  a  U-turn,  He  want^  to  avoid  all  cofiflicts  wiih  the  intersection  at 
hmovation  Latve, 


Letter  2a,  Kermit  Anderson 

2a- 1. — It  is  too  early  in  the  project  development  process  to  finalize  an  agreement  for 
eliminating  this  access.  Mr.  Anderson  will  be  contacted  during  the  final  design  and 
right-of-way  acquisition  phase  to  work  out  an  agreement  for  closing  his  existing 
access. 
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Fram:  Sally  Ba^k^tt  [malttoi^ba^kelttf^blackfDOLrtet] 
Sent:  Friday,  Octdber  06,  2006  7:24  PM 
To:  mdlei5comrnent5ninepipe@mt.gov 
Cc:  Irenz@skillin9s.com;  Kathleen  Adams 
Subject:  Comment  on  US93  Ninepipe/Ronan  EIS 

Bikfi  path  Bike  path  Bike  path  bike  path  bike  path  BIIIHIIIIIKKKEEE  PPPPAAAAAATTTTHHHHHH 

PLEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEZEi!"!!!!  !!■!■!!  I!  What  an  asset  this  would  be  to  the  area,  both  local 
and  for  tourists  which  are  a  large  income  producer,  My  husband  and  I  go  to  other  areas  that  have  well 
developed  biKe  paths  tx>th  to  bike  and  to  roller  blade  It's  tun,  it's  low  impact  and  maintenance,  and  it's 
great  fun.  There  should  be  one  through  and  AROUIMD  the  nineppes  area.  Wouldn't  thai  be 
GREATM!I!!!!M!!!!!  Sal 


Letter  3,  Sally  Baskett 

3-1. — Following  publication  of  the  draft  SEIS  more  than  100  comments  requesting 
the  addition  of  a  separated  bicycle/pedestrian  path  were  received.  As  a  result  of 
these  comments,  several  options  were  examined  to  provide  a  separated 
bicycle/pedestrian  path  for  portions  of  the  project  south  of  Buchanan  Street  in 
Ronan.  After  review  of  the  proposed  options  the  project  proponents  endorsed  the 
inclusion  of  a  bike  path  from  Red  Horn/Dublin  Gulch  Road  to  Buchanan  Street  in 
Ronan  in  the  final  PA. 

The  preliminary  designs  presented  in  the  draft  SEIS  incorporated  a  separate 
bicycle/pedestrian  path  for  the  north  portion  of  the  project  from  Baptiste 
Road/Spring  Creek  Road  (where  it  would  connect  to  the  path  extending  south  from 
Poison  and  Pablo)  to  Ronan  at  US  93  and  Buchanan  Street.  As  a  result  of  comments 
received  on  the  draft  SEIS  a  separated  path  south  to  Timber  Lane  Road  was 
endorsed  by  the  Project  Oversight  Group  to  be  added  to  the  preferred  urban 
alternative,  Ronan  4,  and  a  connecting  separated  path  throughout  the  remainder  of 
the  project  corridor  was  also  added  to  the  rural  preferred  alternative.  Rural  3. 

In  the  final  SEIS  Alternative  Ronan  4  includes  a  separated  3-meter  (10-foot)  wide 
pedestrian/bicycle  pathway  from  the  southern  Ronan  city  limit,  near  Timber  Lane 
Road,  north  to  Baptiste  Road/Spring  Creek  Road.  The  portion  of  the  path  within  the 
Ronan  segment  (Figure  3.2-20)  would  begin  on  the  east  side  of  US  93  at  the 
southern  Ronan  city  limit  near  Timber  Lane  Road  and  follow  the  east  side  of  US  93 
north  to  Buchanan  Street.  At  Buchanan  Street  near  the  Ronan  City  Park,  the 
pedestrian/bicycle  pathway  would  turn  and  follow  along  the  north  side  of  Buchanan 
Street  westerly  to  Third  Avenue  SW  and  then  extend  north  along  the  west  side  of 
Third  Avenue  SW  to  the  Ronan  north  city  limit,  where  Third  Avenue  SW  becomes 
Old  Highway  93.  The  pathway  would  continue  north  on  the  west  side  of  Old 
Highway  93  within  the  right-of-way  to  Baptiste  Road/Spring  Creek  Road  (the 
northern  terminus  of  the  improvement  project).  This  portion  north  of  the  junction 
with  Old  Highway  93  would  be  common  to  all  urban  action  alternatives.  Ultimately, 
the  pedestrian/bicycle  pathway  would  extend  north  to  Poison.  The  northern  portion, 
north  of  Ronan,  is  being  designed  and  constructed  under  a  separate  project  now 
underway  to  reconstruct  US  93  between  Ronan  and  Poison. 

In  addition,  a  3.0-meter  (10  feet)  wide  separated  bicycle/pedestrian  path  has  been 
added  throughout  the  entire  rural  portion  of  the  project. 

See  FSEIS  Sections  3.1.4  and  3.2.3. 
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Letter  4,  Todd  Bassett 
4-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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5-2 


From:  Guy  Dean  Batcm^n  fmailto:gdbatcman;;^blackrix>l.iict] 
Sent:  Tluirsday,  October  05,  2006  4:54  P\[ 
To:  indle  iscomjnentsiiiiiepipe(^mt.  gov 
Cc:  lrcii7(n)skilliiigs.coin;  Kathleen  AdaniE 
Snbjcch  Comment  on  US93  Ninqiipe/Ronnn  E[S 

In  regard  to  llie  US  93  highway  reconstmetion  project  from  the  44  Bar  (at  the  intersection  of  US 
93  and  Redhorn  Road)  up  to  Ronan  and  especially  including  the  wetlands  around  the  Ninepipes 
area,  there  arc  two  vitally  important  factors  that  need  to  be  accomplished:  Facilitating  the  safe, 
fast,  and  eiTective  flow  of  trailUc.  and  protecting  the  w  ildlife  in  the  area.  I  am  especialK 
concerned  about  the  turtles  and  the  grizzly  bears. 

lliere  is  only  one  alternative  that  accomplishes  both  of  these  goals:  llie  construction  of  an 
elevated-  limiled  access,  four- lane  highway  through  thisj  area.  We  need  four  lanes  to  espedile  the 
SAFE  flow  of  traffic  in  this  area.  The  "liigh-speed  passing  lanes"  such  as  the  ones  recently 
conslracled  between  Ra>'alli  and  Arlee  are  a  dangerous  joke,  because  they  are  so  short  that  there 
is  link"  opptirtunily  to  pa^i^  slow -moving  bntjs  ofcar^i,  and  people  end  up  speeding  In  try  to  gel 
past  them.  We  need  four  lanes  of  traffic  the  entire  length  of  the  highway  from  Hamilton  to 
Whilefish  to  accommodate  the  high  volume  of  traffic  on  the  highway.  In  the  Ninepipes  area  we 
ni;ed  an  elevated  highway  to  pn>teet  the  wildlife. 

A  secondary  eonsidcralion  k  bityck  traffic:  Wc  need  a  bike  lane  south  of  Ronan  that  is 
separated  from  the  highway.  1  would  ride  my  bike  to  Ronan  more  often  if  1  didnl  fed  like  I  was 
taking  my  life  in  my  han<te  doing  so. 


Guy  Dean  Batsman,  Ph.D, 
Licensed  Psychologist 
55619  Delaney  Way 
St  Ignatius,  MT  59S65 
406-745-4414 


Letter  5,  Guy  Dean  Bateman,  Ph.D. 

5-1. — Alternative  Rural  7  would  provide  an  elevated  highway  through  the  Ninepipe 
area  with  less  permanent  wetland  impacts,  but  would  have  more  access  and  visual 
impacts,  and  more  temporary  wetland  impacts  due  to  detours  necessary  for 
construction  and  would  cost  over  three  times  as  much  as  the  alternative  selected. 
The  project's  decision  makers  need  to  balance  multiple  factors,  including  vehicular 
safety  and  wildlife  impacts  among  many  others,  in  choosing  the  final  preferred 
alternative.  Alternative  Rural  7  costs  an  estimated  $162  million  more  than  the  final 
preferred  alternative.  This  additional  cost  would  likely  delay  the  project  a  minimum 
of  6  years  in  which  time  the  current  high  rate  of  accidents  would  continue.  The 
project's  decision  makers  have  concluded  that  Alternative  Rural  7  cannot  be  selected 
because  the  need  to  improve  vehicular  safety  along  the  project  corridor  would  not  be 
met  in  an  acceptable  time  frame. 

See  also  Response  #11-1. 

5-2. — See  Response  #3-1 
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RECEIVED 

OCT  0  4  2flOG  , 


MASTER  FILE 
COPY 


US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

THANRyOU  m  PftrTlClPitlNj;  in  ike  public  JNVOLVHENT  PWCESS!  Your  involvemcni  is  ofgrc^E  vi!;ic  t^  the  project 
icam.  ifyiou  woylti  likt  ro  subiniE  wfitwn  coimnei^ti,  please  use  lliis  form  and  pla«  it  in  thtcommeni 
bo!c  prcvidied.  If  you  need  more  limc,  you  arc  welcom*  to  itiiti  ic  in.  Wf  winc  lo  h^ar  from  you! 

Th  Duh  SEIS  A  abft  »iitiUi  lor  fidnng  'W  i^bmitdtij  comnenii  ai  ttiE  NDT  xEbiiie:  hnp:^/www,[tdE.itilg^/paibirwoh!/Bii_E3jlmil 
PItait  lEMliciie  (iOmrMnU  art  for  pf^ji^t  Ql  E?44. 


1^    ^.j^^-^  ^^^J^^^OL. 


htaj«  \\mit.  y«i)r  nirr^F  and  jdfJFtsv 

Mime:  6^^^-^:?^  J^e^t^."^ 


Email:    .^j  lpet^f^£(gu^a-ili2ZLJ50*^ 

PIEME  SUEHIT  WKMEim  ST  OH  iEFtHlf  OaOBER  i,  2I1I)S 


Pkive  Itm  jrour  coannwiu  with  eiilnf  HDT,  {killing 
^rtna9l;f  ar  Htrrerj  i^uFl  A  \\kt  ratel^n^  0<r  rtijit  h: 

Juneau  Ctiif( 

Erviranmtnlil  ifrmtB  Sdreiu 
NgncafM  Dipartmtnt  iA  Tranipemtkn 
PQ  kic  2CI0(»I 

ll(!tna.HTSfli3fl-i(lfll  ,-.-_-.,....,. 


mt  mm 


5tpttm(Kf  IflJCM 
!l<II>  ■  l;OU  Jim 
Irilfaa]  Fitflm  (^ntir 
\l  l^icius,  H^ 

Tussdaf 

^*0  '  7:*0  pm 


PLIBLJC  HEAniHG 
lutsdif 

SipitflilKr  19.  lODf 
?JD  -  9,eD  (Hn 
iLgiiMi  CtKtHOftunitf 
CtrKtf 
Katun,  HI 


mr 


6> 


Letter  6,  Susan  Bearse 
6-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 

6-2. — As  noted  on  draft  SEIS  page  5-3  left- turn  lanes  will  be  added  at  major 
intersections  including  at  Eagle  Pass  Trail. 
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RECEIVED 

OCT  1  3  M"^ 

eNVKONlMENTAf-,  ] 


i/KONlMENI 

lis  93  NiNEPIPE  /  RONAM  IMPROVEKENT  PROJECT 

'■■.■THUIIttOll  FOR  PART(C1PATIIfG  IN  THE  Pif&LIC  IHVOtVHENT  mtm  Yijur  ir]vylvi-tiiriit  i-;  (>fgrf^iT  v^kic  la  ifiv  [^fo\m 
tCAEii.  iry[>L]  \vt>ukd  tike  m  SuL^iliit  UThlCcii  e;io|ii  ri]  cnt^,  plc^a!!!:  uS^c  I  his  H^nii  aiKJ  pi^^^^C  It  ill  ihc  comment 
box  proviticJ.  Ifycm  ncttt  more  [tine,  you  are  ^vtlc'iiiiie  lo  mai]  ii  in.  Wf  want  to  l^ear  fr<mi  yyu!        • 

The  Srait  5EIS  ii  ati^  avsilaMe  lor  n^wing  or  tuimiliirg  MnuitflU  at  [hf  HDT  websile;   hupi^ywww.mdl.rpit.gflv/plHnMkf/eii  ji^hlml 
Plem  iwJiiJte  (Odnmenu  jre  for  profKi  Oi  fiW4, 


,A^   d    rf^£ikJ£nV  ^u>f..^-0'^  1 5-:.^  o  ia„  Vdiley^.__ 


r   uiP^nV     A B\Ke/WAlk\k)£lE^TH/ 


_^fcLeicv-tvVc    fro^^._.-ttif^i^'c.,     on    Huty. 9I5l 


.„.  Cc?3aD:e.C:fc^^„ 


j:i QJLA. 


Ali ,    ecvnmurN^AxeS- 


JDcaicn 5i^sao_i:£i Ar\eg  ^ 


jr^i^ia^ZSL^^^Jv- 


ntise  previiJE  jwuf  name  x\i  iiima: 

Name:     ^c^r^^/1      S^JfJlT: 


Email: 


riEAX  WBNIT  COtlMENT^  SY  Oft  l!FOIE  OaO^A  i.  }m 


Viiiit  leave  ]^inr  DDmmeiTQ  wiH  sillier  HDT.  Jiliiin^ 
(dnndHir  Cir  H^rirra  Lcalf  d|  \hi  mf fling,  Ar  ni3il  |K 

\ni\  b.  l\\rf,  ?l 

Rurtiy  Uiiil 

EnnrorinwiKat  iiTvites  fuifju 

Hcniana  t^eftarimenE  d-l  Tr^nipon^iion 

p«  lax  mm\ 

RHdiu,  NT  m^Q-t^lOE 


DP£N  HOUSES 

VlHtmlKr  lE.IINfi 

iritri  iHmx  Ceritti 
klt^ilM.HT 

iM  -  7:0D  f  rfi 
Ransn  (amnun^l]^ 

Ronan,  Kt 
PUBilC  HEADING 

SepCHnhEF  tf.  }0(M 
?;Otl  '  9;D(1  pm 


MH" 


r'J 


Letter  7,  Melissa  Berger 
7-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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m 


f 


■vdT'^'^^ 


^r^vmdm^B^iAL 


.j|;4^>f*l 


^j*,-.- 


us  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

mm  m  for  WRIICiPAirNG  \\i  m  miK  \mmm  m:m  Vour  involvirinciit  Js  nf  grcai  v^ht^  [«  ilje  prcjjctr 
[t-.un,  Ifymi  s^oulJ  likt  To  Kiihmit  M'jjtteii  ccunrnciiiii,  [jlcasc  use  dns  fonii  and  plscc  it  in  ihe  LOiiiitifiu 
box  [>r(tvi(.k-(i.  [f  voii  rifcd  inore  [hue,  y»u  arc  wd conic  to  mail  it  in.  ^'c  w^int  lo  li*aj  (mm  ythil 

The  I^aft  SEIS  u  aim  tt>\\^k  lor  ^iewirg  er  vulmiiiinjj  Eflmmfntj  ac  Ihe  HDT  witsiin  ■  fcttji://v»w*,»diiTi(,|W/pislii[woh*^Hi_M.ilttitd 
j'' V'.„:  r..  !.-■./'-•  .    ■-';..  ..  Pitast  indiciii  cwnnnnts  am  for  pmJHi  CK  57W., .     ..  ■^,:,'^^1;^ 


^^    d...  _r.e_.^ld£ni     of Dl4:^£.j:^AMl£ii^. 


B\  H.r/v^'A\.^c\U^&S3H^ 


-jai)j:ojDaut^Aiies . 


from ^i^iisctCLAii Ar^g<^ 


PUme  prtiide  jfour  nam*  and  addmis:  Pl^if  ijavf  ^sur  ^muifnti  wi(h  ertlitr  KDl.  Skilli[3£s 


.Sas:(eD_ 


Email: 


Sintau  Chilrf 

ElUfironmendJil  itrvitts  florMu 

Hfmmt  HtptfWtTM  di  TfanLpomcii^Ji 

?0  6(11  301(101 

HfNa.m  m^lt'lOOl 


ORN  HOUSES 

^Ep[niib(f  It,  lOQl 
.(;M  -  5:00'  pm 
Trikfll  Fit3tf]5  tindf 
il.  Jgnatlui.  HT 

iipt!ii4rr  |?.3(D( 
fl:M  ■  HD  pm 
Ransn  CammufJI)' 

Ranan,  HT 

itfltmtrtr  19,  JWir 
rift  r  ):«  p« 


PLEASE  s«BMT  camtm  Bf  ef!  flrroRE  oaoM  a  *.  im 

I         :* 


SI  HUM  MCI  } 


CtnlK 


Letter  8,  Bobette  Bertsch 
8-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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RECEIVED 
tllTIROHllEJrrAl 


us  93  NINEPIPE  /  ROMAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

IHAftHmil  FOU  PAMlCiPHSNi^  IH  M  PUBIIC  IHWUfHlNT  PlOCEiS!  Yotir  ijivdvemeni  is  of  great  valu*  lo  ilit  projccT 
icMn.  If  you  ^^■ol^ld  liEie  tu  subiiiii  uTiiEcn  cnmineius.  picase  uscihis  farm  fiiitl  (^kce  u  in  iht  comment 
box  piovid«l-  If  j-oii  need  iiioi?  timci  yn^^  mc  welconvc  to  inaiS  it  iai-  We  want  lo  hear  frrtin  yuul 

}liE  hiN  ^EIS  ii  alw  aralaWt  for  Mifwing,  <ir  julmittinj  ranwunB  11  [hi  HDF  wtbailiL  hEEjK^/mw.n*dlffllgov/pubin«oh*/ii(_(a.siiE[iil 
PIbih  Hiiticaif  wmrtHnii  are  (or  ptojeci  (H  &m  "  ■;vr^' IKn;-)?^',  ■ 


9-1 


"7^;=^    A    r#>  5u^c^.r\i ^^^f^JCQijadrM^^AMle^ 


r  ^-^^^^    A       B\KF7wALkiyG_£^gH^ 


(rf\rr\     •p^\<^Oi  4^ A-CiigC-^- 


ritast  })iw^e  ir^ur  t\ift\t  and  Jiddresi: 


Email: 


PliUE  MfSrilt  COHtl£«Ti  flif  OR  BEFORE  WnCfeESi  ^  lOM 

D 

i^^. ...    i^ 


[{inrwil';  vr  Htn^n  ^[3f1  al  llit  metnin^  or  nail  ii?: 

Jtari  A.  fiifltif,  PE 

Bureau  Chief 

EnnifMimenrsI  Semcti  Iuf«3(ii 

Hontina  Et'ep^rimem  dF  Ir^tisfiQttaiiii'ji 

fO  tffi  lOIQCil 

l1il(Jii,HT  W?0-ICDI 


OPEN  HOUSED 

Homdair 
bpitndHK  LI.  im 

Tiibal  lituMJ  Cfflhr 
Si.  1|n  JliiH^  HT 

Tw3Jl]f 

S^plemhr  1^200^ 
4:D(f  -  ^:0D  pm 


tender 
RQrdrt,  FIT 

pu&uc  Hihmi. 

itfhnikrl?.3D& 
TiW  -  nti  ptn 
^Ofl)^  IJommunilgr 
CtnHr 
Honin,  hT 


L. 


Letter  9,  Charles  Bertsch 
9-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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RECEIVE 


OCT  1 0  zm 


;::]  US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

mtm  m  ?m\mM(i  in  m  ma  \mmm  fmm  y„,u im'ok.,n.nc  k .(^..,,  .nf.e ,.  ti,e p,o^t 

teim.  If  you  wi>iild  l.k  toiul»T.i(  wrjueri  cajimicius,  picajt  use  iWiH  Form  and  place  ti  m  [E.c  comment 
box  |>roviftcd.  i(yoi,  jictd  jn«re  [imc,  >ou  aie  wcJtdme  [o  mqi]  k  in.  Wc  warn  la  licar  from  yau] 

hi  Draft  SEIi  ii  also  mM\t  for  Kitwing  or  iirJimicriig  urrimMU  ai  tin  HDT  iwtbjiif;  (ittpcWvfttfr^niJLmi.pw/piilfciTDln/iij^iitfmiJ  ' 
.-      _^    \   ,       ,,  Pleasi  inrfiwii  <imninm  are  fw  pK^Ht  {H  ftj^^.  ™     . 


10-1 


J^-^ 


•  •  JJ 


^fi-.d.^r"l5icteni  ,..at^ 


-)^- 


r.^:;, 


«-jaoi_^L^ BlK£/:wAL^y£__M3y,j_ 


-:^e.peyr£ik. . ,  .fc:ir^.-Jii^(ii^.^_iXLiri^^ 


"<^-^^i^^^^-^i^^^^^— -^ 


-£Qarn_j5jLi5^ri  4rs     Ar^^*^^ 


*.Sy^^'ii*;T!^i^i^2it'lT'.aii;i'*H*'4'*-^5ftr^^^^ 


Nhw  Itsi*  j^pur  {onijirtnii  wiili  EMhfr  hfUT,  Skillings 
CjsiiHilljr  or  fifrrefj  siall  at  flit  nwEiinj,  m  miil  io: 


Einaih 


Bureau  CNff 

^.^» ^„tT^^ „.  ^^ Environnitnial  itrvirfs  Bujeao 

^^^^r_^/ _  J^£X£^^^_,       Homaiii  l>[|iarimeriE  onrinif  oriitinr 


PLIW£  iflBHn  COflKEHTi  BT  OR  B|;OJir  OCTMEft  k  \m 


n  Bpi  1(^1  od  I 

Her«na.JlM962C.|WI 


OPtHflOUM 

"-^    ilBtida|f 

^_    hpHMliher  IB,  JMfr 

"^   tribal  \\\s\t\\  CerHer 
_  jLfpiitiiui.m 

itprtmNr  If,  20Q( 
4:00  -  tM  p« 
S{"«n  Cflmtmnniljf 

CHlff 

Bpfiant  H^ 

pusuc  heahing 

Tu4J!flJf 

StpCtmher  19,  JflOj 
1:119  ^  7:0D  p^ 
*pn»n  Camiwiiir^ 
CrntfT 


iwr 


Letter  10,  Curt  Bertsch 
10-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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Co ni  m G nt  Fo rrn 


,„,,„      US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

TtlANITOU  m  mmmna  in  m  m\K  lifOLVHtNT  mtll^]  Vour  involvement  b  aFg^r  vatuc  to  the  projcci: 
tesm.  If  yuu  viMLild  Like  to  submit  wriitt^n  {ZDrnmertts^,  ptease  use  this  form  ^lul  place  it  in  rhei:oinment 
box  provided.  If  you  need  more  time,  yoii  arc  TATloomc  co  mail  it  inr  Wc  want  to  hear  from  you] 

TIk  Draft  SEli  is  sEw  wilaWe  ftr  mmnjg  w  sufcminltvg  Mrtitnenv  ai  tlie  KDT  wefelw:  lmpt/rtftrt(,m4uni|Bif/pullmo]Mertii_H.iN[jnl 
Pluu  indicate  cflrnmenls  in  kir  pra^rct  CH  B744. 


1M 


^/?> 


^-  21?/;^/^^^t5,>r^ 


Emaff: 


PilA^  SUGHfT  C0NHEN1S  KT  Oft  mm  OCDOf  ER  t,  2I)I& 


flEaie  learn  jwur  rtmrnnts  witfi  ertlier  HBT,  SItilingi 
C«nnQ6]f  or  Iftf  rtri  itaN  ji  (hi  rmeeiin^  or  tnail  to: 

J«m  A,  fiiley.  P£ 
Sureiu  Oiicf 

tinfirtnimriaf  S«™t(j  lurtifu 
Nontana  Dtfurlmtnt  of  Transporciiii^n 
m  kK  lOICOl 


^psMttr  II.  20Di 

Tribal  Fruujs  tJtrtitf 

^L  4^iiiijs,  HI 

Tutidif 
StjibMber  If,  Jm 

<:M  -  ■):flD  pm 
Ranan  CammuHtj 
C(n(lfr 
Rdnan,  HT 

PDBUC  HEAIUHG 
7:n '  !iOD  pm 


drUn 


t) 


Letter  11,  Bill  and  Joni  Bick 

11-1. — The  alternatives  which  would  have  added  passing  or  traffic  lanes  through  the 
Ninepipe  area  were  contentious  and  drew  many  comments.  After  much  debate  the 
project  proponents  have  selected  Alternative  Rural  3  as  the  rural  Preferred 
Alternative  in  the  final  SEIS.  Alternative  Rural  3  is  composed  mostly  of  two-lane 
roadway,  and  has  a  northbound  passing  lane  from  West  Post  Creek  Road/East  Post 
Creek  Road  to  the  top  of  Post  Creek  Hill,  and  a  section  of  four-lane  divided  roadway 
from  Brooke  Lane  to  the  south  Ronan  city  limits.  The  proponents  determined  that 
Alternative  Rural  3  did  the  best  job  of  meeting  the  project  objective  of  improving  the 
capacity  and  safety  of  this  highway  section  while  preserving  the  high  environmental 
values  of  the  area  and  that  neither  the  southbound  passing  lane  through  Ninepipe  nor 
4  lanes  south  of  Brooke  Lane  were  consistent  with  that  goal. 
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From:  Les  BIgcrane  [malltoMesterbig^cskt.Ding] 
Salt:  Friday,  October  06,  2006  5:50  PM 
To :  mdteisconimeiitsn i nep i pe@ mt,g ov 
Cc:  lrenz@skjllings.com;  Kathleen  Adams 
Subject;  Comment  on  US93  Ninepipe/Ronan  EIS 


i  submit  the  fa  ilowing: 

Comments  on  USS3  MinepipeJRQnan  BS 

i  support  tine  inciusion  of  a  paved  separated  bicyciei/pedestrian  path  in  tiie  Nineptpe/Ronan  section, 

Spfing  Creei<  Road  -  Red  iHorn  Road  section,  and  alomg  the  entire  iength  of  Higiiway  93  from  Evaro  to 
Poison 

Tiie  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Draft  SEtS,  Section  A.6.2  Reguiations  and  Standards,  states  that  FHWA 
reguiations  include  a  poiicy  stating  tiiat'Tfre  safe  accommodation  of  pedestrians  andbicyciists 
sfiQufd  be  given  fulf  considerstion  dvnng  the  development  and  construction  of  federst-^id 
highway  projects"  ar^  "Wh^te  can&nt  or  anticipated  pedestrian  and/or  bicycle  traffic  presents  a 
potential  conflict  with  motor  vohicle  traffic,  every  effort  sha//  toe  made  to  minimize  the  detrimentai 
effects  Oft  alt  highway  users  who  share  the  facility" 

My  opinion  is  tliat  new  construction  m  tine  Spring  Creek  Road  -  Red  Horn  Road  (Ninepipe/Ror^n  section 
Inclusive]  shouid  include  separate  bicycle/pedestrian  paths  as  were  constructed  in  tlie  Minesinger  Traii 
Road  -  MT  35  section  and  to  t>e  constructed  in  the  Spring  Creek  Road  -  M  inesir^er  Traii  Road  SKftion. 
Tlie  same  considerations  on  pedestrian/bicycle  use  apply  to  the  remaining  sections  to  Evaro.  My 
concerns  are: 

1.  Bicyoie/pedestrian  paths  instituted  tlirough  '^widened  highway  siToulders"  may  improve  current 
conditions  but  i  stili  considered  this  alternative  to  be  unsafe.  These  shoulders  wouid  put  the 
bieycitst/pedestrians  in  relatively  close  proximity  to  large  and  high  speed  vehicles  in  all  portions  of  the 
highway  be  it  in  ihe  urban  or  rural  setting,  intersections,  lurn-lanes,  two-lane,  ihree-lane,  four-Jane  or  five- 
lane  (Ibur-lgne  with  lurn-lanes).  Separation  pf  the  bccyclisVpedestrians  from  motorcycles,  vehicles,  farm 
equi  [orient,  logging  trucks,  semis,  etc.  wouEd  be  the  safest  alternative  for  all  users  ffo  my  oulti  to  elderly. 

2.  Separated  bicycle/pedestrian  path  is  important  for  current  and  future  transportation  between 
communities  Htghway  93,  backroads.  paved  roads  and  gravel  roads  can  be  hazardous  wcth  agricultural, 
residential,  commuter  and  tourist  traffic  and  impaired  drivers  A  separate  paved  path  is  the  safest 
alternative  This  will  serve  all  age  brackets  from  youth  to  elderly. 

3.  Darkness,  bad  wealher,  heavy  traffic,  wittflife,  accidents,  emer^ncy  vehicles  and  impaired  drivers  can 
contribute  to  a  moment  of  distraction.  Separated  bicyde/pedestJian  path$  reduce  hazards  drivers  have  to 
navigate  through  when  conditions  are  less  than  ideal. 

4  Continual  increase  m  popuiahons  and  subdivisi;ons  cn&ate  more  highway  traffic.  Alternative 
transportation  is  a  way  to  reduce  energy  consumption,  highway  traffic  and  pollution. 

5.  The  area's  high  levels  of  unemployment  and  persons  with  insime  at  or  below  the  poverty  line  can 
demonstrate  a  need  for  low  cost,  alternative  transportatioh  opportunities,  A  separated  bicycle/pedesttfian 

path  wouW  help  provide  a  safe  alternative 

6.  In  an  area  with  high  levels  of  health  probienrs,  i.e.  smoking,  obesity,  diabetes,  cancer,  etc.  a 
bicycle/pedestrian  path  will  improve  opportunities  for  all  age  groups  for  physical,  menial  and  emotional 
fitness  and  provide  faalitces  for  the  promotion  of  healthy  lifestyles 

Thank  you  for  your  considerations  to  make  the  Flathead  Indian  Reservation  and  Highway  93  a  safe  place 
to  live  and  travel. 

Les  Bigcrane 
Rorian,  Ml 


Letter  12,  Les  Bigcrane 
12-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 


It    o:\proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native  files\00-0 1432-002  apxj  comment  letters  l.doc 


US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Finai  SEIS 


J-17 


Appendix  J — Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  tine  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


13-1 


13-2 


13-3   I 
13-4   I 

13-5   I 
13-6   I 

13-7 


13-8 


FrDm  1  t:biiL'reek{§!aecfissmontaiia.coin  f  mai  ]  lo  x  h  it.  rcok^acctss^motrtanaucom] 

Sent!  Friday,  October  06,  2006  8:31  AM 

To:  MDT  E[S  Comments  Ninepipe 

Subject:  Comiucnts  on  Ilwy  93  Ninepipe  DSEIS 


In  the  rural  segment  of  tbe  project  I  would  advocate  for  a  combination  of  Alternative  2  and,  for 
the  section  between  Eagle  Pass  Road  and  Crow  Creek,  ,'\]temalive  7.    Ilie  combination  of  lliese 
two  def^igns  would  result  in  a  two-lane  design  except  for  a  northbound  piissing  lane  on  Post 
Creek  hill,  lliere  would  be  a  raised-highway  design  for  the  most  sensitive  sectiotL  but  1  would 
suggest  that  this  begin  just  north  of  Ninepipes  Lodge.  In  this  design,  1  would  also  advocate  for 
tlie  longest  and  higjiest  bridge  desigfi  at  Post  Creek,  which  is  probably  the  most  important  east- 
%vesl  coiridor  for  large  animals  in  the  entire  Mission  Valley.  In  addition,  an  integral  part  of  this 
design  vvould  have  lo  be  clear  visual  demarcation  of  this  part  of  the  highway  as  a  distinct 
parkway,  which  would  have  a  slower  speed  limJt   -  perhaps  50  mph. 

ilic  international  importance  of  the  habitat  of  the  Ninepipe  area,  its  cultural  importance  lo  Salish, 
Peiid  d'Oreille.  and  Kootenai  people  and  also  to  local  non-Indians,  and  the  enormous  investment 
already  made  in  (lie  area  by  the  Tribes,  the  federal  government,  and  Ihe  stale,  merit  the 
Ej?<ceptiorta|  trealmL-nt  of  this  st.vlioii.  It  h  noted  in  thi;  J>SEJS  that  whili:  nio^t  options  art 
estimated  to  cost  S3 5  lo  !>4(3  million.  Allemative  7  would  cost  an  estimated  SI  14  million.  It  is 
worth  noting  that  \hc  I  iMicd  States  h  curt-ently  spending  that  much  numcy  every  nine  hour^  in 
Irani.  ^'^  must  build  this  highway  the  right  way.  even  if  it  costs  more  to  do  so. 

It  would  be  good  to  look  into  Siome  def^ign  to  liL'lp  de-iee  bridging  aiid  otiier  raised  surfaees,  and 
to  add  to  such  slniclures  some  kind  of  inuming  material  to  counteract  noise  impacts. 

Wherever  passing  lanes  reconverge,  tliere  need^  to  be  much  more  aggressive,  prominent,  and 
weatlierproof  signage^  including  not  only  strict  marking  of  tlie  point  beyond  which  people  must 
not  pass,  but  also  the  dislanee  to  tlie  next  passing  opp*>rtunity-  I  would  also  advocate  the 
establishment  of  higher  fines  or  tougher  penalties  for  unsafe  passing  and  posting  notice  of  Hiose 
fmes 'penal  lies,  Ii  would  b«  wise  to  Inerease  funding  for  enforeernent  if  that  can  be  included  in 
tlie  projeet. 

If  tlie  PPA  remains  Altematise  10, 1  would  strongly  advtx;ate  the  elimination  of  the  southbound 
passing  lane  tlirough  tlie  Kinepipe  area.  If  the  parties  insi&t  Hiat  a  southbound  passing  lane  is 
necessar>'  ~  a  highly  dubious  assertion  —  I  would  urge  that  it  be  placed  just  north  of  the  Higjiway 
212  intersection,  ratlier  than  soutlu  and  incorporated  into  a  full  bridging  of  the  ponds  north  of 
tiiat  intersection.  In  this  way,  some  environmental  benetit  could  be  gotten  from  what  would 
otherwise  be  an  environmental  detriment. 

For  Ronan,  I  stfongly  urge  the  parties,  and  the  city  of  Ron  an.  to  reconsider  whetlier  four  traffic 
lanes  are  truly  necessary  to  carry^  the  projected  volumes  ortrallic.  tliere  are  nnmeToits  studies 
available  on  Hie  internet,  including  several  that  can  be  accessed  at 
vv \\  w . vvaikab lecoin mun ities. ortL  that  show  three-lane  designs  sately  and  smoothly  handling  well 


Letter  13,  Catherine  L.  Billie 

13-1. —  The  combination  of  the  structures  in  the  Ninepipe  Area  in  Alternative  Rural 
2  and  the  long  structure  suggested  from  Eagle  Pass  Trail  to  Crow  Creek  is  very 
similar  to  what  was  proposed  for  the  structures  for  Alternative  Rural  7.  The  project 
proponents  considered  the  longer  structure  sections  proposed  in  Alternative  Rural  7 
and  determined  they  were  too  expensive,  and  even  though  Alternative  Rural  7  had 
less  permanent  wetland  impacts,  there  were  more  temporary  wetland  impacts  due  to 
construction  detours,  and  more  access  and  visual  impacts.  This  decision  is  directly 
applicable  to  the  suggested  structure,  as  well. 

The  longest  and  highest  bridge  design  at  Post  Creek  was  likewise  considered  too 
expensive  for  the  amount  of  connectivity  of  the  riparian  area  gained  and  even  though 
it  had  less  permanent  wetland  impacts,  there  were  more  temporary  wetland  impacts 
due  to  construction  detours,  and  more  access  and  visual  impacts.  The  bridge  and 
culvert  combination  selected  at  Post  Creek  as  the  preferred  alternative  is  considered 
to  provide  an  appropriate  balance  between  function,  impacts,  and  cost. 

See  Responses  #5-1,  11-1,  and  41-1. 

13-2.— See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 

13-3. — There  are  some  design  remedies  such  as  heated  bridge  decks;  however,  these 
are  very  expensive  and  considered  cost  prohibitive  for  most  rural  applications. 

13-4. — ^We  are  not  aware  of  any  muffling  material  that  could  be  added  to  structures 
to  reduce  noise,  that  would  not  also  block  the  view  of  the  countryside  from  the 
highway.  Because  of  the  visual  impacts  the  project  proponents  have  been  reluctant 
to  use  such  noise  reduction  features.  There  is  a  possibility  of  using  alternative 
pavement  materials  that  reduce  tire  noise,  and  these  materials  will  be  considered 
during  the  final  design  phase. 

13-5. — All  signing  will  conform  to  the  most  current  federal  and  state  standards. 

13-6. — Enforcement  of  traffic  regulations  is  a  valid  concern,  but  it  is  not  an 
environmental  issue.  The  road  improvements  would  bring  the  roadway  up  to  current 
design  standards  and  improve  safety. 

13-7.— See  Response  #11-1. 

13-8. — The  project  proponents  have  selected  Alternative  Ronan  4  as  the  urban 
preferred  alternative.  This  alternative  provides  a  two-lane  one-way  northbound 
roadway  on  existing  US  93  and  a  two-lane  one-way  southbound  roadway  on  First 
Avenue  SW,  with  transitions  to  the  four-lane  sections  north  and  south  of  Ronan.  As 
shown  in  Section  5.12  of  the  final  SEIS,  the  3-lane  section  in  Ronan,  represented  by 
Alternative  Ronan  5,  would  function  at  a  predicted  Level  of  Service  of  D  versus 
Levels  of  Service  of  B  and  C  for  the  couplet  alternative,  Ronan  4  (PA).  The  project 
proponents  have  opted  for  the  alternative  with  the  highest  projected  level  of  service 
within  Ronan. 
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1 3-9    I      ^^'^^  20,000  ADX  aitd  in  sonio  casics  approaching  .10,000.  I  would  also  urge  thi;  panics  and  the 
J      cily  to  consider  rcplncing  llic  trnffic  lights  with  roundabouts,  which  can  reduce  accidents, 
I      improve  traffic  tlow,  and  improve  pedisstrian  safety. 

1 3-1 0 1      Lastly.  [  would  urge  that  a  separate  bike  path  be  considered  for  the  entire  project,  if  this  can  be 
done  without  sigiiiftcant  additional  harm  to  tlic  en\'iTOiMiicnt. 

[Received  from: 

Catherine  L.  Billic 

P.O.  Box  369  (60  Telcostair  Ln.) 

St.  Ignatius,  MT  59865] 


Letter  13,  Catherine  L.  Billie  (continued) 

13-9. — Roundabouts  have  been  discussed  for  application  at  the  signalized 
intersections  in  Ronan;  however,  the  adverse  impacts  to  the  businesses  at  those 
locations  by  the  additional  right-of-way  needs  of  such  roundabouts  was  not 
considered  acceptable. 

13-10.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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14-1 


From:  blaeklcr  [m ai Ito: black]^^Fg;ac^06smQntana■nel] 

Sent:  Friday,  Oclober  06,  2006  1 :20  PM 

To:  \{DT  E[S  Comments  Ninepipe 

Subject:  inpul  for  the  record  on  Montana  H^^-y  93  near  Ninepipes 

To  Wliome\'er; 

Please  accept  by  reference  tliis  endorsement  of  tlie  input  provided  by  Thompson  Smith 
as  my  inpirt,   [  think  he  has  given  the  situation  special  consideration,  and  I  concur  with 
Ills  findings.  Edd  Blackler,  FOB  555,  Bigfork  Mt.  5991 1  ph.  837  5196 


Letter  14,  Edd  Blackler 

14-1. — Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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15-1 


Froiii:  Jim  Rlow  [mailto:jimblow(S:!ronan.nell 
Sent:  Monday,  October  02, 2006  11:19  AM 
To:  mdteiscominentsjiiiiepipe(^mt.gov 
Cc:  Lrenz@ski]litig^.coin;  Kathleen  Adanis 
Subject:  Commettt  on  US93  Nmepipe/Ronan  EIS 

With  all  that  is  to  be  considered  in  such  a  complicated  project, 
there  is  a  glaring  lack  of  pbnnmg  for  non-velijcu  lar  traffic  along 
this  popular  roadway.  Specifically,  a  walking/jogging' bicycle  path 
sliould  accompany  the  redesign  of  the  highway  throughout  ilie  complete 
section  covered  by  this  project.  It  is  not  only  a  scenic  area  that  is 
increasingly  travelled  by  visitors,  it  is  also  a  pathway  for  many  who 
live  south  of  Ronan  who  need  a  safe  surface  and  patliway  to  travel 
dwvn  (he  corridor  12  months*  a  year. 

Jim  Blow 
Roiimi 


Letter  15,  Jim  Blow 
15-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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16-1 


C orn rn ent  Ra crn 


US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

Wmm  m  m\\i\mm  \^  the  public  INVOLIMEI^T  PRQCE^^I  Vaur  iiu-ulvcmeiu  i^oEgr^^t  valu^:  ro  the  project 
team.  If  you  would  lik^^  lo  subnih  written  CDminciHS,  pkaseusf  this  form  ind  phct  h  in  rhe  ooittment 
bos  provided,  If  jxm  need  more  tine,  yvu  ^irc  welcome  tc»  mail  h  in.  Wc  iv^nt  to  hear  from  jioul 

He  DqUi  SEIS  is  sl»  arailalili  lor  vievdng  or  uibmiiiini:  cornmeni;  ai  the  Ml  wf  biiie:   htEjK//www.nndLini|i^/pubinyoi1^f/tli_f2,!hi[iiF 
Fkue  indicaie  toriiMnu  art  ^r  prOfKt  CH  B744. 


31  (M^^.£!^<^M^i^*'^r^^i^ii.-(:^ 


LML 


?  ><LA  (y-u.-t_-' 


?^<iM!i4x^cJ^    IT    AafV^t  .^^-^ 


\    J^.t'Ss^HJof-.'.^^V^  ^uJ 


fkaz  kw  pvT  <awKm  wiilt  dihtr  HE^T,  UEillirgt 
CotHiDll;^  or  ^HTtTi  itall  il  llw  tiHtliing, «  miil  tn: 

Jean  JL  ftiliy.  PE 


PtMW  piamde  jfwr  nwi*  J[*d  JddlrMi;  / 

^  Hfldiaiia  D*parlmtnl  of  TransfBrtation 

PLE Alt  i JBHIT  COHHEWTi  Br  Oft  BE  FORf  OCIOftE  U  JOM  [ Wi)  ^^4-7J2  & 


Qm  HOUSES 

^piembtr  ItJCDi 
i-M  -  i^  pm 
Tribdl  Fitness  (Jtnier 
St  JgnflitD,  MT 

Tuts^jf 

S«|i[fc(nb«r  I^^ODi 
4:(M  -  ?:&D  pm 


CsnKr 

Rxinsi).  HT 

PUBLIC  HEARIHG 


Cenler 

K«ian,  N1 


^       * 
M^         O 


S«: 


Letter  16,  Julie  Borden 

16-1. — Safety  issues  concerning  parking  on  the  northbound  leg  of  the  couplet  in 
Ronan  will  be  further  discussed  with  the  city  during  final  design. 
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17-1 


17  2 


September  21,  2006 


Jean  Ritey  f  Project  CN  B744 
MDT  Environmental  Services 
2701  Prospect  Ave. 
PO  Box  201 001 
Helena,  MT  59620-1001 


RECEIVED 

SEP  %  ^  ^^^^ 

ENVIRONMENTAL 


J 


OCPV 


Dear  Ms,  Riley:  '  -■  ■  v^. 

We  are  writing  in  support  of  an  elevated  highway  for  the  Ninepipe/Ronan  area  as 

outlined  in  Alternative  7  of  MDTs  Draft  Supplemental  tnvironmemai  impact  iJiaiement. 
Now  ttiat  we  have  the  technology  to  prevent  or  at  least  decrease  'Toad-kill.'^  we  stiould 
be  using  it,  especially  in  Montana  where  our  wildlife  values  are  so  extraordinary 

Over  a  three  year  penod  betv/een  2002  -  2004  more  than  1000  painted  turtles  and  over 
600  mamrrials.  birds,  and  other  reptiles  and  amphibians  have  been  killed  in  the  four 
mile  stretch  of  roadway  at  the  sou  the  rr^  end  of  the  refuge  [between  Olsen  Rd.  and 
Beaverhead  Ln)  Three  grizzly  bears  have  been  killed  by  vehicles  in  the  last  decade 
including  one  at  Hwy.  93  and  Post  Creek.  This  is  a  tragic  situation  which  would  only  be 
made  worse  by  EVlDT's  preferred  plan  to  add  the  passing  lane  without  any  real 
consideration  for  the  animals. 

MDT  should  honor  its  Memorandum  of  Agreement  with  the  the  Confederated  Salish  & 
Kootenai  Tribes  which  states  of  the  Ninepipe  area,  "due  to  the  high  ecological  value  of 
the  landscape,  passing  lanes  are  not  appropriate  and  will  not  be  included"  in  the 
reconstruction  project 

In  Montana,  we  should  proudly  be  taking  the  lead  in  protecting  our  wildlife  with  new 
technologies  and  construction  methods  (including  tunnels)  for  the  rest  of  the  world  to 
see     VVe'il  look  forward  to  hearing  more  about  the  highway  expansion  effort    Thank 
you  for  your  consideration 


Sincerely, 

Nick  Boynton  ^ 

445  North  Ave  W. 

Missoula.  MT  59801 


Frances  M  Coover 


Letter  17,  Nick  and  Frances  Coover 
17-1. — See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 

17-2. —  CSKT  is  one  of  the  three  project  proponents  and  as  such  participated  fully  in 
the  design  and  selection  of  the  alternatives.  The  preferred  alternative  selected  for  the 
final  SEIS,  Alternative  Rural  3,  does  not  include  passing  lanes  through  the  Ninepipe 
area. 
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16-1 


18-2 


us  93  NINEPiPE  /  ROMAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 


nWiltWU  m  mwmm  \H  the  PU&LIC  HtVOtVHEUT  PUCCfSS!  Vour  JrivoivemetH  is  uf  grrai  vitue  [o  th<:  prtijcL^t 
Ecajn.  Jf  you  ^vould  like  ta  sybn^jt  wricccn  commcnfs.  please  use  chis  forni  and  place  it  ij^  iliciJoiiiiiifiiE 
box  provided,  Uyou  need  more  ctme,  jiou  are  welcotne  to  itiAil  it  in.  Wc  want  to  hcnir  ftom  you? 

Tht  Ufih  $E!$  is  abd  a^aiiafalt  for  riewjrg.  cr  ivbrraccing  wmnttnu  it  iht  KDT  wbiiitf :  lhttp:j'/www.[niliRi|.gov/|Hibi[woh/tii_ea.tlvtiitl 
Ptusc  InifJutE  umtntfm  are  ^0^  pnojea  CN  &744. 

^  j9^it  /7^A/c J^  A- , ^  /?/^^  ^^.^jg^  ^  ^r^A^/u^  /X^ 

RECEIVED 

OPEM  HOUSES 

kplemlHr  !J.  IMi 

%fM  filnH!  (*Jir*r 
k  IgTHiius,  Hr 

5<plember  if,  lOOi 
m  -  m  [Hn 

Ctntw 

PUfiUC  HEARINti 

S*(Mttnb«r  !t,  20(4 
im  -  ■?:»  (Hn 

Ctntfr 
Ronan,  HT 


.*:v*ftl**  *.->**)*•-' 


Jjtl ^^1 


■^NV3RQNM£WTAL 


"^- — ■■   - — .  . .  I  ,.  •.  '  J,  ,.'     ".jiK,.  ^t,.- 
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Letter  18,  James  K.  Brown 
18-1.— See  Response  #11-1. 

18-2. — Speeds  on  State  Highways  are  set  by  the  State  Legislature.  US  93  already 
has  a  reduced  speed  limit  of  65  mph  (versus  70  mph  on  other  comparable  highways). 
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From:  Janet  Buhr  [mailtoiabuhr^rQnariJiet] 
Siifil::  Moriday,  October  02,  2006  9:2S  AM 
To;  rTidteismmmentsn Lnepipe@mt.gov 
Cc:  lrenz@sldllingsxam;  Kathleen  Adams 
Subject:  Comment  on  US93  Ninepipe/Ronan  EIS 

Department  of  Transportation, 

Comments  concerning  HiglTway  93  CM  B7 44  project 

A I  and  I  are  30+  year  residents  and  business  owners  in  Ronan,  Montana.  I  taught  in  the  Mission  VallSy  for 
25  years  My  Inusband  started  ttie  Valley  Banks  in  the  valtey  We  have  resided  on  H^hway  93,  just  south 
of  Ronan  for  more  than  22  years. 

The  most  important  fact  is  that  we  tiad  six  children  that  we  raised  without  any  bicycle  or  walking  acce^ 
paths.  We  have  always  coveted  cities  that  offered  this  wonderful  featire  in.  their  lo^ns.  We  have  a  small 
path  that  leads  west  of  Ronan  It  is  heavily  used  and  we  walk  on  Ji  daily 

Livtng  in  this  tjeautifulvalley  and  not  offering  a  walking,  bicycle  path  to  tjotti  residents  and  visitors  would 
be  lackiTtg  sightfulness 

We  would  love  to  have  the  opportunity  to  safely  walk  and  tiike  aloRg  the  highway  both  for  the  aesthetics 
and  exercise 

If  you  would  like  to  contact  us  regarding  this  project  please  feel  free  to  call  or  email: 

Allen  or  Janet  Buhr 
Box  4,  Ronan,  MT  59664 
406^76-2274 
abuhr@fQnan  net 

Than1<s  for  your  consideration. 

Al  and  Janet  Buhr 


Letter  19,  Allen  and  Janet  Buhr 
19-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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OCT  0  4  'Mf,  ^5ffJ{(5  ^'>2t , 
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■iJ>;^oT£;K  FilS 


COPY 


C^m4yM-  A^l 


rz^ 


y  a^u^^i^t 


Letter  20,  Elsie  Bull 

20-1. — Alternative  Rural  3,  selected  as  the  Preferred  Alternative,  is  a  2-lane  highway 
through  the  Ninepipe  Wildlife  Management  area.  The  reconstruction  of  US  93 
outside  the  limits  of  this  SEIS  includes  a  wildlife  overcrossing  at  Evaro  Hill, 
approximate  RP  10.4.  The  use  of  structures,  culverts,  or  overcrossings  is  based  on 
terrain  as  well  as  the  identification  of  wildlife  migration  routes  and  patterns.  All  of 
the  proposed  alternatives  for  this  project  include  at  least  5  crossings  (bridges  and 
culverts)  at  major  systems  in  the  corridor  and  approximately  12  additional  wildlife 
crossing  culverts  within  the  11.2  mile  project  length. 
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Letter  20,  Elsie  Bull  (continued) 
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21-1 


21-2 


US  93  NlNEPiPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJEa^. 

'^'}/^mum'm  mm^kTmQ  in  the  PUIUC  IHVOLVMEHT  process!  Your  involveiMciic  is  of  great  value  to  the  project,^-  f 
'  I  ■  ttun.  If  you  would  like  lo  subnik  wrJticn  «»]iinfiiii.  please  u^e  ihis  form  and  place  ii  In  tlic  comment  .-r  f- 
- !:      boTc  piavided.  If  you  aetd  more  rime,  you  arc  wtkomc  [o  mail  ii  iti.  We  want  td  heir  from  >xni!  U^;    ^ 

:.  Til*  DTih  ^[t^  ii  alft  sHitibk  for  ^i**iiig  or  iaUmn^  tomriHrCi  at  (lif  KDT  wbwK  h[[p://www.md!.rit|OT/piiliinvDhi/fii_ia.shtmJ  ■  |i. 
!^,^  i,.-i77':  :■■.■".-■■  •■.■--  ■■■.■'-■.■- .- ..  '<  ■   f !**«  iiiditiiE  tcrnmtnji  in  fnr  prtjict  CK  BH4.  .  ■ ;  ^ 


"\  u*,:- 
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|[W  ■  S:M  pm 
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Addr«s:  ,E^_^^/3o;r__.tii£f. 


Email: 
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;  JiMA.Rikr.PE        .;.-  . 

:   Surtau  Oii*[ 
ErmrofinnertEal  i^rioMS  &iiniu 
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■  ■   .:.  ,  J^   fl&nin,  HT 
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■ttnttr 
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Letter  21,  Jane  Camel 
21-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
21-2. — See  Response  #11-1. 
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US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IHfJROVEMEKT  PROJECT  „ 
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H-r^.^n^  ■  l[-,v.L,\voL.ld"likc  ici^s^lS^'^'^^^^^i^^^^"'  ^'^"'"^ ''''  '^^-^^  ^^'"^  "'^^  ]>l^cc  It  l..  the  .ornm|r.aw 
p™n;vul.d.  It  V:^Ll-;i.W'^SSi^-^=  v:|kpmc  [o  m:^il  lLm.:;j/=  W.IK  to  ]^  frocT  >y>Li!    m 


22-1 


/\<  A   ^^<ta^v>+   ^^    nn.\-ssvQt^ASik.y^ 


:^i^::]:^5^^^i^./wAms^^SQi^ 


g.pp^^/!.Ve      -fri-ig^.  Vl^ffto., OB.    Ml  MS/      '^'S 


Email: 


PLE*i  wieHrr  mmv^  h  oh  &EfOfiE  oaoBtft  ^  idm 


\   hcnliiirDEparlcii*nL  fl1  Trinipor  [jclon 


Letter  22,  Robert  L.  Camel 
22-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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e^/>kster  file 

COPY. 


1   ^ 
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'  ■  L*  )  eWVrRONMENTAL 

■■}!   ;     }.  us  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 
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ttflhr 


* 
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Letter  23,  Whisper  Camel 

23-1. — Thank  you  for  your  comment.  See  Response  #11-1. 

23-2. — See  Response  #11-1. 

23-3. — Both  businesses  would  retain  access  and  not  be  displaced  by  any  of  the 
alternatives.  See  Section  5.5.1  Economics,  Rural  Portion,  and  Section  5.18 
Relocations  in  the  FSEIS.  Also  see  the  Relocation  Assistance  Conceptual  Study, 
available  at  the  Skillings  Connolly  project  website 

http://www.skillings.com/US93/Index.htm  under  "publications"  (click  the  second 
bullet,  then  Resource  Reports/Relocation  Assistance  Conceptual  Study).  This 
website  will  be  maintained  at  least  until  the  Record  of  Decision  is  signed  following 
publication  of  the  final  SEIS. 

23-4. — Thank  you  for  your  comment.  See  Response  #11-1. 

23-5.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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..^  us  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 
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team.  If  you  \voijld  lik*  lo  subitiii  wriiten  coin  men  is,  please  use  ihis  form  aiuj  pbce  j[  iii  tlie  corrm^rc 
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Letter  24,  Hap  and  Jen  Cheff 
24-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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v    ,-  -.      .  Pins*  indiott  ttflwuoo  m  fof  jmieci  Ut  BH4. 
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Letter  25,  City  of  Ronan  Housing  Authority, 
Jan  Niemeyer,  Executive  Directory 

25-1. — Your  concern  about  impacts  at  the  Maxwell  Senior  Apartments  is  noted. 
Crossing  First  Avenue  SW  for  these  residents  and  others  to  shop  will  be  facilitated 
by  signalized  intersections  at  Eisenhower  Street  and  Buchanan  Street.  The  addition 
of  pedestrian  signal  heads  at  these  intersections  will  provide  additional  safety  for 
pedestrians  crossing  the  highway.  Sidewalks  will  be  provided  along  First  Avenue 
SW,  so  pedestrians  will  have  a  safe  path  to  town  and  to  the  Post  Office.  Noise 
impacts  are  discussed  in  section  5.8  of  the  FSEIS.  Noise  level  measurements 
revealed  noise  levels  in  2000  at  this  location  of  52  dBA,  and  analysis  predicted  noise 
levels  under  the  PPA  of  67  dBA  in  the  year  2024.  These  levels  exceed  the  criteria 
for  residences  and  also  represent  an  increase  of  greater  than  13  dBA,  therefore  there 
would  be  an  anticipated  noise  impact  at  the  Maxwell  Senior  Apartments.  At 
locations  where  noise  analysis  indicates  there  will  be  a  noise  impact,  MDT  requires 
reasonable  and  feasible  noise  abatement  measures  be  considered  to  reduce  traffic 
noise  levels.  Noise  abatement  measures  include  considering  alterative  pavement 
materials  to  reduce  tire  noise,  construction  of  noise  barriers  or  berms,  and  traffic 
management  measures  such  as  reducing  speed  limits.  Of  these  abatement  measures, 
only  the  use  of  alternative  pavement  materials  is  considered  reasonable  for  this 
location  and  will  be  considered  in  the  final  designs. 

25-2. — See  Response  #3-1. 


It    o:\proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native  files\00-0 1432-002  apxj  comment  letters  l.doc 


J-32 


US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Finai  SEIS 


Appendix  J — Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  tine  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


jij    jy;:   vij'-i^  nil  JtiiLLinuwi  WLitiULi. 


^*p-M-DE      OJHTw      finn-m  CW^UITWIT  Vi^\Qt  SECTION 


K'Jr      -jyUHOJJOjr 


mmmi 


ME?     P.Dd]Air      F-EIB 


26-1 


26-2 


£C7MaiiiScS.W,SuiteA 


1       CITY       OF: 

R'ON-A-N 


Et^nan,  Moutaji3  SSSSi 


Jean  Riley 

MDT  En  vironmcjitd  Servi^s 
*70I  ?i05ipeci  Avenue  - 
PO  Box  201001  L 

HeleDa,MT  5e62O-]00J 

Comments  &r,   CN  B744  | 
Dear  Jean; 


I 

COPY 


n 


copy 
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Ro^  segment  Of  Thi.  pn,j«T  will  h.ve  o„  ™  public  wo^.'^a™  a„  »i  folw 

nT^i^n  ^/r^'       =™«  =?«IS^<5  mmiaiance  responsiliilm«  as  well  aj  the 
posj,hl.i>.  of  fronras*  »*d  u;,jc,  Add.tioMl  <:on«ms  are  fte  ssriouj  impact  ftt 

gaTbage  sciences,  mamtenan^c  and  water  uMfie.  is  wsU  aj  manj*  .^ve«d^^^^ 
^sjhich  a«  .™ior  do^ra  if  .h.  high^.y  is  to  tun  adj^^lTo^p^k^d  (i  *,  - 

TZr^Pr^:>lll"^':  ^W«cion.tom^.^h^t=v«alter4,iv*d.a:is  Xo^^th. 
W'.  have  reviewed  the  SEfs  ^  will  need  you  to  |Hovidc  us  ^  ybur  ;«rli«t  conv*™«™ 

IPle^e  contacT  me  as  aoon  as  ppssible  lo  aimige  a  meeimg  liwih  myself  mv  d«i«™-v« 


RSiflTcmpler  _ 
public  Works  Direcror 
Civ/  ofRonan 


Letter  26,  City  of  Ronan,  Kevin  Templer,  Public  Works  Director 

26-1. — ^A  meeting  to  discuss  these  comments  with  the  City  of  Ronan  was  held  on 
September  19,  2006.  The  results  of  those  discussions  are  shown  below: 

The  project  will  not  present  any  barriers  to  flow;  in  fact,  part  of  the  Creek  will  be 
placed  in  an  open  channel  rather  than  a  culvert  which  could  lead  to  less  flooding. 
Runoff  from  the  project  will  not  directly  enter  the  Spring  Creek  drainage  system  but 
will  be  collected  and  released  based  on  prevailing  storm  water  requirements. 

For  the  utilities,  the  water  and  sewer  crossings  and  water  line  behind  Dairy  Queen, 
the  project  will  maintain  or  replace,  in  accordance  with  MDT  policy,  all  connections 
disturbed  by  the  project.  MDT's  process,  following  the  Environmental  Document 
approval,  is  for  the  Utility  Department  to  use  final  design  project  plans  to  determine 
all  utility  impacts  and  meet  with  the  utility  owners  to  resolve  any  issues  raised.  At 
this  point  they  also  determine  who  is  responsible  for  any  work  needed. 

Cross  streets  are  not  on  the  state  system,  and  maintenance  of  them  will  continue  to 
be  the  responsibility  of  the  City.  There  is  no  plan  to  use  City  streets  as  frontage 
roads.  They  will  remain  City  streets  and  the  responsibility  of  the  City.  Maintenance 
of  US  93  is  the  responsibility  of  MDT.  There  is  a  waterworks  control  box  near  the 
outlet  of  the  Spring  Creek  culvert.  The  preliminary  plans  appear  to  jeopardize  that 
control  box.  If  the  control  is  impacted,  it  will  be  changed  to  a  new  location  during 
the  design  phase,  with  City  input. 

26-2. — The  draft  SEIS  states  that  the  parking  for  the  park  will  be  converted  from 
diagonal  parking  to  parallel  parking,  which  would  result  in  the  loss  of  some  parking 
spaces.  Since  publication  of  the  draft  SEIS,  a  better  plan  has  been  formulated.  The 
existing  diagonal  parking  will  be  retained  in  a  plan  that  allows  a  parking  area 
adjacent  to  the  through  lanes,  which  will  be  accessed  by  providing  one-way  traffic 
through  the  parking  area.  A  copy  of  the  plan  for  this  parking  was  discussed  and 
agreed  upon  with  the  City  and  is  discussed  and  shown  in  Sections  5.15.4  and  6.1.7. 
There  are  no  direct  impacts  to  the  park  land;  consequently,  there  will  be  no  use  of 
parkland  for  the  project.  There  do  appear  to  be  some  proximity  impacts.  It  was 
brought  up  that  the  diagonal  on-street  parking  on  the  other  side  of  the  street  was 
originally  intended  to  be  part  of  the  overflow  parking  for  the  park.  This  parking  will 
be  converted  to  parallel  parking  with  some  loss  of  parking  spaces.  The  City  owns 
property  just  south  of  the  park  that  could  be  developed  for  additional  parking  to 
mitigate  this  impact.  This  is  something  that  MDT  agreed  they  would  consider 
during  the  design  process. 

The  restroom  is  further  back  in  the  park,  and  is  considered  the  responsibility  of  the 
City.  MDT  would  be  unable  to  use  highway  funds  to  improve  or  maintain  restroom 
facilities.  Garbage  services  and  water  usage  would  also  be  the  responsibility  of  the 
City.  These  are  items  that  are  integral  to  maintaining  a  park. 

The  safety  issues  for  the  park  are  primarily  the  potential  of  children  and  animals  in 
the  park  running  into  the  traffic  on  US  93.  This  could  be  handled  by  placing  a  fence 
in  the  park  just  inside  the  parking  lot.  This  would  help  prevent  children  and  animals 
from  running  out  into  the  highway.  The  fencing  and  some  landscaping  screening 
could  be  provided  by  the  project,  with  specific  details  to  be  coordinated  with  the 
City  during  the  final  design  process. 
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27-1 


RECEIVED 

■    .  OCT  I  OipOE 

us  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

THIMK  rOlJ  rOH  PAKTICimiHG  IN  THE  PJ&LIC  INWLVHENT  ?mim  Ygui  ii^voh-tiui-m  b  of  great  vJiie  lo  ihe  projea 
t?i[]i.  If  yc>ii  w[n33{]  likie  Lu  fubiiUL  wrJLceti  commcjiTS,  pIcAsc  iisciliis  form  and  place  \i  in  i tie  commune 
hax  ]frfvvitted.  If  yoti  net-d  jnort  rime,  you  arc  wclconie  to  mail  it  in.  WcM'an!  to  hear  from  yotil 

llie  Drafi  Stii  is  als*  avjilablt  lor  vieiviryg  pr  lulmittini  cBmmfnii  ^t  ihe  HOT  wi-lisi[fr:  h[l(i:/y*fl*^.t3n(lLnit.j(yfyp*uliirwgrif«/«ii_ejjlitinl  t 

Pkast  indicate  {ommfnts  jre  l(jr  pnu^eti  [N  ftlW. 


7\^    A    r^.f^i4<:^-n4^    ^f     fV>;^.\oi^  VaUp.y^ 


-X^     UJi 


Bot. 


R\kFAjA\_\^\U£  PPvTVi, 


^-C^nq  Ail        Con^vyi\iK\Vi€5 


-J^DStm^i^son  -b    Ar^efSLi-. 


Email: ^_ ^ ^ 

PIEASE  HI5NIT  COHHtHIl  Bf  0^  MFOfiE  OaOftER  t,  10(W 


PkfeE  ItHi  jftnir  tnnmenb  wilh  Eil^H  HDT.  SltiMn^ 

Co^nolljf  w  Htrrtra  jiJiT  n  [Ik  [reeling,  or  mail  loc 

Ji*iA.H7.ft 

Suttau  Chirt 

EnvirafnniFntiJ  Urtiiti  lurtau 

Hnttunj  Dt()ariniieni  <dF  TrajispOfriiiinn 

PO  9ot  20 1  DO  I 

H?l<r),m  S?i?(J-IOIH 


,  SKILL rHC» 


OPEN  HOUiEi 

Kinda]| 

m  ■  m  p 

Iti^il  TilMU  Cinlei 

Sl  ^iuii,  ni 

Iuft4)y 


lanan,  HT 

mui  wimm 

TM^dtr 

Hi  ^  tjOQ  pm 


C(n[tr 
RDnvi,  Hi 


Letter  27,  Devin  Clarimont 
27-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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2S-1 


RECEIVED 

OCT  I  o'  aooe 


:L:3@fnnirnfirii-^i!i[:;(i 


row  y' 


US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 


Vm\m  m  \\m\m\m  in  the  PU&LK  FNHOllfHEIff  PIDCEIM  Vour  invoivcmou  isofg^e^i  vaJue  lo  ilw  pro}Kt 
teain.  If  you  would  like  [o  SLil^iiiic  wtiiien  comniciUs.  please  n»Sc  this  fotiit  a]iJ  place  tt  in  ihecamnient 
box  |}TDvk!«l-  If  j'ttJ  tietd  inoie  limc,  yoi]  arc  wclttime  to  mail  it  i^i.  We  want  to  hear  from  yoii! 

Ilie  Draft  ^El$  ii  al-jo  aivailablE  firr  vievviTig  Uf  snljniittitii^  utntninLs  at  i^i  KDT  v^hiit:  |iLip://www,mdi,'nit^av/pu^iiir«Ne^f ii_t4.]JiliiiJ 
PItait  ifldiatt  cnmmenls  jre  for  jirpiiptl  [H  8?^fl. 


5P3 


Af>    <^    r7  jsic^<?_ri">r c£ DQj^\o^-\   CaUey^^ 


m 


J!cAm pb  \>sajCL^b^-  Ar  \  €e 


VAi^l^^l,  -^  OW^ 


S 


IT  0^ 


'/■Sq.*Miu. 


Pluse  prande  four  ninni  and  aiddnu: 


Address:  ..^^yFy-s^.^  Hv^W  "y^ 


iiEiaif:     _, ^ 

x\m^  wm  ^mws  it  oi  mm  oac^Eit  (,  !do( 


f  leaif  U^rt  jr&ur  caaimE-nts  wiifi  tichtr  NOT,  Wi\v^ 

Conrolly  cr  Ihrnia  Half  at  llie  ri«f  lin|.  or  maf1  lo; 

Jmi  JL  BJIrf,  PE 

Eireau  tWff 

fnVH&nmeiul  Jefvkts  Bureau 

HiHitana  Dipai Entfnl  of  Tr^mporlatinn 

PO  Boi  ]DlO[hl 

IMena,  HT  5f£2fl-IDfll 


OBEH  IIOinE^ 

Hpndif 

4:l]« -^:(N  fim 
Iribat  riln^  dtnlir 

^plttrbir  IfJODi 

Rmnii  i.mx»m\\ 
tfulrr 
Ranui,  WT 

PUBJC  HfARlUG 

Tutsdl]f 

itplfmlHr  It/im 
ym  -  ?.f)D  pri> 


Cfnlpr 


f^ 


rZ   IKIILINE 
_J   tONNBLli 


Letter  28,  Misty  Clary 
28-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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29-1 


:0ved; 


US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

THAHIM3U  FOR  WRUCIPATlMG  IN  1H£  PVftUC  IKVCUMENT  PROCtfif  Youj  involvcmcnc  is  of  great  v;iliic  lo  rhc  project 
TCJin-  ]f  you  wouJd  tiki  [a  .^iihinit  written  oomnitiics,  pleii*  i^ethii  form  and  jjlati  it  in  the  commeci: 
hux  |)r[)viUc(l-  If  you  n«d  more  linie^  jrcm  ire  ^-cicomc  lo  maU  ii  in.  We  want  to  hear  from  yuut 

The  Draft  ]i£l!  it  also  araflihff  fcr  ntwnj  nr  sahmitninj  comni(nEs  al  ttie  KW  i«bsi(e:   hti|n://www,nnfi,[fl[.g*f/piftwnvcl¥(/eii_«,sHiml 


A^    f\    r^t\.ic\ er^\    r^f     VCij^xcx^  \/^  |lf>y ^ 


-X_ujBo^L^ B.i-fe£AiiAmki£_.M3VL^ 


3 


from     'FbFVsno-Ai^ ArlecL 


^^^^^£^  Cd^^ 


Pksf  prerifc  iraur  namt  and  additu; 
name:    Vhi^Mjd.^^'k 


Email: 


n^a'se  leave  ](oiir  cDmniEikQ  with  tichvr  HPI.  ^killir|i 
tonnnl^y  or  Hsnfrj  naff  at  (l»  meelbj.  i>r  mail  la: 

\m  k  Hiley,  PE 

Gurtau  Chief 

EfwrnnrwntjJ  Ifrwiei  Bureaj 
htonijua  DeparUTi?in[  of  Trantpwiacian 


FJ.EASE  SUWfIT  COHttf^n  fir  OR  eEfORE.li£TO&Eft  j.  3l»D6 

^ i) 


P4.BDK  iDt^JOl 


OPEH  PgUSES 

■  Monijif 
Sifumbtr  IB.  20(14 

'   Tribai  frinea  uniEf 
k  IgiHJhj].  Kf 

S«p[iinbif  IP.  2{10( 
4:00  -  m  ^ 
Ransrt  Cqmmtiiiil^ 

iDnin,  HT 

miic  wihKm 

SfptFmbtr  If,  3D(U 
T:M  -  ?:M  ym 
Rgnan  Cilfli[iujnil;r 
(flHer 
Rgnan.  HT 


^1  ee»(i 


Letter  29,  Brenda  Cook 
29-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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30-1 


From:  Virginia  L  Cornelius  [iiiailLo:giiigcrl(grionan.net] 

Sent:  Moiiday,  October  02,  2006  7:33  PM 

To:  mdte  iscominentsii  inepipe@mt.  gov; 

laidains(fi;  heTTeniinc.com&  Subject-Comment  onlJ  S93N  inepipe/Ron  JioE  IS 

Ce:  1reiiz{fj!ski1ling?.coin 

Subject:  Peoples  way  road  from  Arlee  to  Ron  an 

^\'ilh  great  diELappointinent  [  write  this  comment.  In  traveling  the  completed  road  from 
Ravalli  to  Arlee,  I  feel  the  tax  dollars  have  been  used  unwisely.  When  breaking  out  from 
the  cunes  near  Ravalli  going  south,  the  road  becomes  a  racetrack.  Wlio  can  pass  the 
most  slow  vehicles  firel,  or  the  slow  vehicle  begins  to  move  al  a  faster  pace  so  those 
behind  do  not  liave  an  opportunity  to  pass.  It  seems  to  me,  and  many  otliers  I  have 
spoken  (o  I  hat  ihere  was  ample  room  to  mn  four  lanes  of  traffic  through  the  area.  V^liy 
then  \^as  this  not  done  al  this  time? 

In  attending  the  community  meeting,  in  Ronan,  the  I9th  of  September,  it  was  to  niy 
disniEiy,  :ii^d  othcis.  that  the  faviM-cd  pmposal  is  for  atwt^  lane  raised  highway  from  Post 
Crock  to  just  pasl  Kinepipes  to  accommodate  the  turtle  and  wildlife  population.  I  realize 
Lhattiic  crittcnv  need  pRnuciion,  but  what  ahoui  human  life?  Would  it  not  be  more 
economical  to  put  in  four  lanes,  and  slow  imfTic  than  to  do  another  two  lane  road,  one 
which  we  already  ha\c.  llic  sign  on  the  higjiway.  as  you  come  north  out  of  .-Vrlce  says 
something  to  the  affect  that  your  tA\  dollar:^  ha\e  provided  this.  If  this  is  so,  than  my  tax 
dollars  will  be  paid  under  protest.  I  feel  a  four  lane  road  from  /\rlee  to  Poison  would  be 
ihi;  only  way  to  go, 

lliank  forli^teiting. 

Virginia  Cornelius 


Letter  30,  Virginia  L.  Cornelius 
30-1. — See  Responses  #1-1  and  11-1. 
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31-1 


31-2 


US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAK  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 


.:    team,  U  I'ou  would  iiki  lo  iubmit  wrlnen  caniiiienci,  ptcj^f  us^  chJf  fonn  and  pl*«  it  in  che  c^.nmenr 
■    bojc  provided .  If  you  need  mo  k  u  m^ ,  you  irc  v-'dconic  lo  [n  ^hJ  I  it  in:  Wc  wg  ct  [o  !if  ar  from  yo^il 
Th^  DiaEt  lEIl  A  Jlio  available  Ifl^  vnvin^  if  wlwrirtms  comnKr^c  ai  tht  HDT  «tt>siit:  linp://w>h^.m[ft.n.L|o^/f«ib,n.filvr/eii_ei.slnm1 
Mass,  tti^iuie  (wnuwrij  a;t  Eflr  pp^jttr  CN  B7^f 


■■■^'^hV^.   ■     ^.>.^<1._^ 


T^^__J^ 


^ 


Ht. 2^£^ 


^'•^Yf^V^^-'-'^i 


.^:£_ 


:  ^^    '^^  >/j 


y'^^-     ^y<rr    ^"^■■' 


t^J.  fi 


.^^ 


Aam 


k.,^J      ^  ^^4    A/£^^^ 


7^ 


*^^^  '' 


■""^^  ^ r^^j^V 


Mi 


>V^^>^ 


jL^Ad-Tl- 


mM^-^  /^    r/j^//^*. 


Phut  prondc  ywr  namt  asi^  MUins: 

Name;    kL^/^^-^  ^^^^f^-'    C^^^--' -'-^ 


f^^^- /;?.;- //^^ 

Email:      ,jf>?^^^^  ^    /^^/^^  ■  Js^  r. 
fUASE  ^uemi  ^Wm  BY  OR  GEfOKE  OGOftEH  ^  lOlM 


L 


MS 


i^. 


•  (JcBrw%  w  ttsHw  itafl  ai  iJie'  iti(«iflg.,or  msil  ip: 

]ta;v  1.  Ml^.  PE 
iiire at)  O^ef 

H^nUtfi^.^Epartni^ni  of  TnuiifC'Tldlioni 
*J  cai4hOLLV 


Comment  31,  Virginia  Picken  Cornelius 
31-1.— See  Responses  #1-1, 11-1,  and  13-8. 

31-2. — Any  property  owners  displaced  are  entitled  to  receive  fair  market  value  for 
land  or  buildings,  or  damages  as  defined  by  law.  In  addition  anyone  displaced  is 
eligible  for  relocation  benefits  in  accordance  with  the  Uniform  Relocation 
Assistance  and  Real  Property  Acquisition  Policies  Act  of  1970,  as  amended. 
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SOOWKencAve 


/>^A.  /^n.  /?! 


MASTER  FILE 
-GOP^  — 


""    |R£CEIVED 


— ENVlFteWMENTAL- 


32-1 


TV^^iMytW   ^^?^^^*3^_^^---^^ 


'^5** 


,_iifattctv— ^i^- 


_.J^-#4*5*oit^  A&^^Aft~5/^-fiessjk^. 


32-2 


32^ 


^JJii^^ 


-?<m:^ 


"T^^^X^^^ 


Letter  32,  George  L.  Cote 

32-1. — See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 

32-2. — The  objective  of  the  project  proponents  is  to  propose  a  fiscally  responsible 
project.  Therefore,  the  preferred  alternative  was  selected  as  doing  the  best  job  of 
meeting  the  project  objective  of  improving  the  capacity  and  safety  of  this  highway 
section  while  preserving  the  high  environmental  values  of  the  area.  The  cost  of  the 
preferred  alternative  (Rural  3)  including  the  separated  bicycle/pedestrian  path  is 
$162  million  less  than  the  most  expensive  alternative,  Alternative  Rural  7. 

32-3. — See  Response  #17-2. 
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33-1 


33-2 


Comment  Form 


..,^,.      US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAM  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

THUmiTOy  fW  fftftTlUPATlNC  IN  THE  PtIBUC  INVDUHINT  f ROCEMf  Your  involvcmcnr  is  of  grnr  value  ro  the  prtjjcct 
rcarUr  If  >xiu  would  lil^t.'  ro  subniii  wriiien  conimcnrs,  plc^^c  use  this  form  and  place  it  in  the  camment 
bdx  provided.  If  you  need  more  limCr  pn  arcwclaime  lo  mail  it  in.  We  want  to  hear  from  you  J 

TItt  Dnft  SEIS  is  also  if^ibk  hr  vimn^  w  uAimmi  cammerm  at  [lw  HD'T  mbsiiti  littpw^Anirw.cndUiLgo4^pu1)infvok/ik!_ta-ih(inl 
Ptease  indiuie  tOHiHKna  art  for  pnoj«c(  CN  fi744. 


^    I  7fe.>i  i: /A^  ,f)rr,^y^-^-^^    kn  a  h<^  yi 


ha^^ 

x^^ 


_lik^_ 


I   ^^M^   ^'^    ^^>^^    f    J^^^  ^^sr;H5  Inj^x^^  ma^h.     c^hh- 


^ 


Q&s^     4-Qjcjg   care    cA  ^t^  +^r4-t^5   -fetf.  s^nmiterifl.ioot 


UJflElC^^ii£^ 


y>\\-^^\d^  aA^^^4j      PftV(xHf.   .    ^r    LjJiW^r    ?    P/Ml       SHr«rtiiri.Hl 


-^ 


'  flea*  pm^  ifsuf  nsmi  and  adiffEss: 


Name;     k^n\\  ^O^^^.'-^j 
Address:    ^^Q-  BqX^^£>^-    _. 

tSA.    org.     J  nH" 


fr^  f^4^.5' 


Email:    _i%^^ejA.i:^.iiiadi 

PLEASE  HIBHIT  COMMENT!  B^  OK  SEFMl  OaOftEft  t  KIM 

,  ^    ,_ ^* 

war.     i* 


Wiu*  leav!  TTOjr  DonMnenn  wiiN  eillier  MDT,  SkilHir^ 
Connoltf  c^r  Htrrer^  iLjn  ai  ;hi  meiEifig.  «r  mail  loc 

Jtjn  A.  Mf;r>  PE 

BujteaH  Oiiif 

ErwirniinwjUal  Sfrvitn  BurHU 

Wm\v[i  Dep3rtttiei[  cf  Truii^ oriaiion 

PD  Bqx  IOCDCI 

H(lttu.MTS9&^0'IC0l 

[40&)  444'7]23 


4;M  -  7K)0  pm 

twntr 
IUnjn,hT 

PUEIIC  HEAaiMG 

m  -  m  F 


C*n»r 

iMu.in 


Letter  33,  Lynn  Couey 

33-1. — See  Response  #11-1. 

33-2. — Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

For  more  information  regarding  turtles  see  Responses  #171-1  through  171-8. 

For  information  regarding  the  construction  status  of  the  US  93  project  please  visit 
the  MDT  website  (http://www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolve/us93info/),  or  contact:  Dwane 
Kailey,  MDT,  Missoula  District  Administrator,  2100  W.  Broadway,  P.O.  Box  7039, 
Missoula,  MT  59807,  Phone:  406-523-5800. 
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33a-1 


us  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

THAHHtOU  m  mnmjm  in  the  PJSUt  INTOLVHENI  PSOCEK!  You)?n4lvemen[  i5  of  greai  value  to  [he  pmjcct 
reinn.  If  >'qlj  woiiltJ  likr  to  submit  written  comm^^nrs,  plcusc  use  this  fonn  and  place  it  in  ihe  cnmmeiic 
box  piQiiTded.  If  you  nctd  inync  time,  you  are  weicomc  ro  niait  it  in.  Wc  want  to  hear  firom  y-oi]l 


Tk  Dnit  SEIS  it  abo  m^bkk  hr  •vmi  vr  lubmittiiie « 
Pteisf  indtolF  ci 


s  11  [he  MDI  wrtsift:  hitt|i://www.miJLrit|m/j]iib»i'flWf/*ii_*J.ihliiili 
ts  i«  fcr  prvfta  CN  174^. 


AJi 


NOV  ft  JL,ML 


ENVIRONMENTAL 


Ptritf  provj^«  ^m  nilm  jfKJ  a^rtn: 


N: 


Pffisc  fcaw  your  tammtm  wiifi  tiiher  MM.  adBla^ 

(flrandly  or  HensFa  naff  at  ih*  [wtdrig,  iw  mail  to: 

jtan  i  ^-^,  IT 

Eureaa  Qiiil 

EnviMJn-n)?iH3r  i*rvi«i  Bureau 

Honiarti  D*pir|riiei[  (rf  JiarBpwtitwH 

PC  to  ]0]QI»J 

NerHnHT5?*3ft-ieDf 

J<06i  «4-72I8 


OPEN  Kmu 


Tritiii  filMM,  CtnHr 
SL  l|n](ius.  HI 

Tuesdajr 

jEptwbeT  ]?.2<)Di 
4;(W  -  7:00  pm 


SffHtmbtr  112006 

CtAEir 
lUao^Mr 


L 


i^55^ 


Letter  33a,  Philippa  Crawford 
33a-l. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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^»jj^l!}'". 


MAStEFiRi-E 
COPV. 


RECElViS 

;    Qj-T 0  4,^66 ■ 

US  93  NINEPIPE  /  ROMAN  IHPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

box  provided,  If  you  ;.«d  mot.  ri™,  pu  sk  ^ilto""  «>  ■""'  "  "■■  ^'  ~"'  ""^  "^ 

FleuE  Matt  immJ^s  art  t«  prt^Kt  U1  S^'h^  •  ■  •;  ■  ■•■ 


34-1 


34-2 


a?EN  HOUStS 


Whip  troMide  tonT  namt  and  addreii:  _ 


Rfitf  f  roMide  jour  -.amr  anO  iddRii:  '       yr  m  <-  t»"nfloUy  V  itnm  itifl  3i  Hie  ^««irg.  or  mail  m: 


ErwirftnflwntJ  ItrvicES  ^"sn 
Hrniljua  &e(Wirat[il  flf  TrtnlpOdlaMli 
rO  Bo)[  iCIiHI 


T:tt)  -  9-0(1  pnt 
hdntn  Cnmrminrtjr 


t> 


\ 
■a 


Letter  34,  Eleanor  Danesh,  M.S. 
34-1. — See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 
34-2.— See  Responses  #13-6  and  18-2. 
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35-1 


35-2 


[RASTER  RLE 
COPY 


RECEIVED 

eWVlROWMENTAL 


^^5' 


US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

JWmm  m  PARTIflPAT(H<;  JN  INt  public  INVOLVHEHT  fmm  Your  i[5va]^'enin«  is  of  gr^AC  value  to  [Ik  pfO)ca  "  . 
icim.  If  you  would  like  to  submJi  writttn  comments,  plcise  use  Ehjs  fbrm  and  place  it  in  t\\r  c&tnmcni  .  ... 
box  provided.  If  you  [letd  moir  tim*.  you  air  welccmt  it>  maJl  it  in.  We  want  to  h*af  from  you! 

Tti(  Draft  SEft  if  Jiisc  a«iUl)li  fw  vifwing  or  uibmilliflj  (MnmEnts  at  (h?  MAT  wlnilc:  li[[|f:Wwww.mdrjiit|w/p«b!rnMit«/Hi_eS.llllffll  i^^; 
Plase  indkatt  cmmenrtj  art  for  f  rojesi  01  6J^4.  ;  i^'  '■ 


ii^' 


^■^-•i 


^_f^:lz=G;^i:5-L 


.« 


c:>F       ^We     o^Ad  UfgL.  C3a    ^M^:"_ 


<;.^a4\Aue  -fVov^- 


^ 


V^or\gv^  -to  ^^T^gl. 


_^.     Y}i\<i^^   Ju^  c^v>^  <^^^L 


^Qi^w.^^r^> , 


_:Q^::tr.sL 


cgdi  _  vf>^<^^ew^^c^- .  ,ir?^^ J[i^O- 


Plfiit  If a^t  jftur  Mfnmtnii  wllv  tillw  H&T,  Skilingt 
M  Hwfcn  suK  at  ilw  msttinig,  sr  mjil  wc 


■  "    -    1  EkpJrcment  cf  TranipflriaMO 


Addrc^s^ 


Entail: 


PLEAiE  SUeHfl  00HHEN15  BIT  OH  IIFO*E  KFOBfH  t,  IflDJ 

_ ,._  ». 


(4Q&f  ^44'7]2S 


OPEN  HOUiEi 

fnbol  FiEiieu  iJtrMti 
ttpltm^r  If,  mt 

CftiKr 

PUBUC  HEARINC 
lutidar 

?:(H1  -  ?:»  pm 
KoflH  CpmraBfliL/ 
(itnur 


I. 


Letter  35,  Dana  Darlington 

35-1. — Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

35-2. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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36-1 


US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT, 

■'.  ffi.Tllilit  ioj  icil  fARTKIpil'Si;  IN  TKE  PlI&LIt:  INVDL^JltNT  PHOCLW!  \buf  nivolvcmcin  ii  of  great  vaJjc  lo  [he  i^rujeqi. 
■  .'■  p;tc;uil.  [fyOM  ^vould  Nk.'T^.  y,ib:iiic  y^^i^!CJ."cm]^:llCnu.  fjlc^^ii  u^f  t]i1^  fgr[]L  ,l]ld  f>hl^4:  ii  hi  ulic  CL>mriifnc- 
^"^'^:i  I'Jboi  ]ij£JvJ.L'd.  [  t"  vf^  Li  1  itf  d  rno:c  Em]f ,  you  arc  wdco  cue  ro  ma  Ll  it  i  1 1  We  ^v.i  :i  f  ro  bf  ar  from  you ! '      '  ■■^^- 


^r 'Tht  DrtfL  itli  is  jlw  4>iilJbl«  for  viewing  or  .s^jhmittin^' cofflsitntj  aE  [ht  HDT  nflbiite;  KL4i:/ywwrf.nidiml|Ji!^fnbinrfokt/Bl^^ 


i 


-i:'lv;i 


►*^i; 


—  I;-:/:^  :l 


g,Pp^v-/iVf      f^/^v^    A^^^f^'o, GCl_J=1uJ^^^ — ^^ 


Xor>n^C^ 


3== 


Atilil  flp■^w^■^t^^^^Kp^ 


JR-/^^    "pnV<^n.4?»     Ar'^eg. 


^r^-  ^^^'^.-i" 

'■-     y^k. 

RECRVFn- — ■ 

.... ....  .,.^,.    ... 

&PTBR  Rl  - 

.OCT  ft  5  2006 

'2  "■''■'■"   " ^ —^ 

COPY , 

'    EMV1R0NM£NTAL 

I  OPEN  HOUSES 


that  prcndt  yJHiT  rami  aiid  aditrtK; 


/Email: 


puwE  y^n  co«*iENn  bv  oh  before  OaOBLR  6.  IWIS 


Pltai!  fcivt  jfour  coraiTDHiU  wJlii' eillisr  hOl.^^lulli 


y^\ 


CQKHOLL' 


fcr. 


y 


Letter  36,  Linda  Delaney 
36-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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37-1 


Fr«tn:  Delie/Newman  [mailtoifuriicjm^ronari.net] 
S^l::  Wednesday,  October  04,  2006  10;0a  AM 
To:  mdleiscommeTitsninepipeiglmt.gOV 
Cc:  Irenz@skjillin9s.com;  Kathleen  Adams 
Subject:  Comment  on  US93  Ninepipe/Ronan  EIS 

With  tiie  rtew  Highway  work  it  would  be  seem  the  right  time  to  add  a  bike/walking  path  north  of  Poison  as 
Close  to  Missoula  as  possible.  Bike  riders  have  a  very  dangerous  route  to  travel  and  most  are  discouraged 
From  even  attempting  it  given  tt>e  reputation  Hyw  9*3  has  earned  for  traffic  deaths  Please  consider  this  in 
Your  planning 

George  Detie 
f  urior@ronan  net 


Letter  37,  George  Delie 
37-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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37a-1 


From:  Kancy  fmaiUo'caLs^Timousc@eliarLo.tict] 
Sent;  Wednesday,  Oclober  04,  2006  8:36  PM 
To:  indle  isconnnentsninepipe^f^ml.  gov 
Cc:  Irciizifj^killing^.coin;  Kathleen  Adanis 
Subject:  Coinintiiit  t>n  US93  Ninepip^/Roi^an  EIS 

llie  time  is  now ,  . ,  it  we  neglect  to  include  a  bike  palh  along  with  the  improved  highway 
system  an  opportunity  is  missed  for  this  much  needed  Facility.  Let's  not  forget  the  people  who 
iravcl  "along  the  road"  a,s  ^vell. 


Juty  18,  20C7 


Herr&a  Envircmm&ital  dunsuttar^ 


Letter  37a,  Nancy  Delie 
37a-l. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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;-::j  _^  .^_, 


mBimsm:^ 


MASTER  flLB 

copy.. 


RECEIVED 

OCT  *  5  2006 


^LBlii^^'^iBBft'^'^fT 


I  us  93  NINEPiPE  /  ROMAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

nyHirai  m  fmanm^  in  the  puilk  \miwiH]  process  \Wtt  uivaJvcrtien!  ■;  of  gr«T  vsinc  ro  ihc  projctr 

team.  If  you  would  like  to  ^ubniii  wriEceii  coinm^rus,  p\ca.x  ust^this  fctm  ind  pkcc  fr  in  the  twumcnt  ;.., 
boK  provided.  ]f  you  iKcd  monf  Tinic,  you  ar*-  wtkomc  ro  mail  it  in.  Wc  want  ro  Sear  (torn  you!  V 


jE  ihF  I1D<T  Yvtbsitt^  Un^.f}wv 


'  [T»d]  JDft^w/p>lB[TVDtn/tii_ 


38-1 


Tl«  Jlnft;  SE5  is"  Jlit  2rjil)bEt  far  ikvnag  at  tjl>mi[[in£ 
'  "'"i;  ■.';  ,  ;..   ■J..P****  iniliciif 

i  ant-wricing  to  encouEage-tbe- 


,-'-^:^ 
■v^^ 


There  are  several  rgagotrig  for  ^he^ th ,  the  rnain  being  of  coursje^?-^^' J? 
the  ability  of  folks  to  get  oat  and  exercise.  Otir  children    '''?^^dl- 


often  have  wanted  to  bike  oir  w,alk  to  certain  areas  and  have 


always  been  unable  to  because  of  the  existing  hiway  dangers. 

itte  live  in  betTfgeji  Roman  is^  St.  Igjiatlus  and  often  see  biker jg ^ 

_almg^thi  s  s  t  retch  o  |  f  oad  and  are  concerned  abgu^  the  space   they 
have  to  ride  safely .__■:,„_: ^ '. -^  - ^^ . '. 


__?iprnnL-11yj    thJH   arpa   1  jg   a   hsautifiil   wetland    thai_JLf . jLLjLs.  rn'hp     ''':.'. 

disnipteci  vith  confs true t ion ^  I  believe  that  ije  should  do  it  'riglfe"-;' 

""the'  fi^tit  and  hoperully"mT>~"rrine,""Tliis  SLi;^tch^i'g"SG ' —     :  ' ' ■ 

scenic th£Lt- it  would .  be . . a . jahameL xto t-to  -eacourage  peoplis  J 
in  an  environmentally  friendly  vi^ay. 


— — 3[bflftk  yoa  f^a^-Ii^tenlftg-  -and-  -consider iag-our-eesGerni 


-^;^^^^^ 

"j^  '             -,.'       ^     .-.     .■ 

-.i   -     ' -■    ■ 

:■■■  ,''^      ■■' .                            ■■  .,       ^^-li   -\-  ■    ■    .■■■■  ..  ■. 

■n 

■t'\        ■ 

^                 .     .. 

■  •■        ■  ■                         ' 

f\tKt  pwiii  four  mmt  and  lAimv. 


Wd«Si-  325Q7  Two  Creek  Lane 


Charlo, m  59824 


MOT,  Jk. 

or  mjil 

to: 

[fJnrwnwital  ^rvi^fs  fcrtai*  ■ '  ' 

Email: 


chr 2  339gblackfoot.net 

or  bsd@corimbank  *  ne  t 


rtsr       /J 


t:. 


PO  Gov  20IQ0I 


ma  HOUSES 

^({iLtrt^r  \i.mi 
4:(H)  -  3lf  b  pm 
Triitiil  Filrwbs  (init 
!l  Ifnil^t,  »l 
TunJrf 

StptimHr  I?,  ICDf 
<M  '  1  CD  pm 
^Un  CMimuwLy 

fiDnln,  HT 

Fl^BUC  HEMllHt 

$E(ilfTtfr  14, 2()Di 
?;Da  -  '^M  fui 


Letter  38,  Brenda  S.  Dennis 
38-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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39-1 


39-2 


39-3 


DEPARTWENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

CORPS  OF  EUGIMEERS^CMAHA  OlSTRICT 

H  EL  EN  A  REG  U  L  ATORV  OFFICE 

10  WEST  IS'*'  STREET,  SUITE  2200 

HELEHA  MT  S9626 


September  25, 2006 


RECEIVED 

SEP  2  "i  2Q06 

EN^fRONMENTAL 


Helena  Regubtory  Office 
(4Q6)  441-1375  Plione 
(406)  44V- 1380  Fax 

Subject:  Corps  File  N umber  2Q06-9-0023  ,. 

US93-Hmepip£;/Ronan  Improvement  Prejecl       .       J-  .      ■ 

^EH^F5-1(9)6F,  MPT Contiol  Number  B 744   v....        .  ^  .;.    , 

(Joips  CcuMiieiits  on  Drafi  Supplemental  Ejivlronmpntal  Impact  Statement 


.-Ms.  .Tean  A.  Rjby,  P.E..  Cliief  ..... 

En vironjiiental  Sen  ices  Bureau 

Montana  Dcpariment  of  Transportation  ,,      ,         .  .;      . 

2701  Froso^et  Avenue  .  ► 

rOBoK  2^1001  . 

Helena,  MohtEma  59620-1  DO  1  ■        .  .     ■"  ■         ■ 

Dear  Ms.  Riley: 

Reierenee  is  made  to  your  August  1 0,  2006  request  for  comments  on  the  Draft 
S  upplemental  Envji^nmental  impact  Statement  (D  SEl  S)  for  the  Ninepipe  segment  of  the  US93 
Evaro  -  Poison  transportation  improvement  project.   Tlie  Ninepipe  segment  is  located  between  the 
comniujuiiies  of  Ronan  and  Saint  [gnatiys  in  I^e  County,  Montajia. 

'  1  /  ^F^=^^S^rSe^>oi^^il*'3  WBtl^d  Resowirc^s:  The  jurisdictional  status  of  AvetJatids,     ^  ^^.■ 
ditches,  canals,  channeJs,  and  other  waters  h  beii^  reviewed.  This  oifice  will  provide  a  list 
of  waters  regulated  by  the  Corps  once  a  jurisdictional  determination  is  complete. 

2,  Page  5-67,  Section  5.10  Wetlands:  The  DSEIS  makes  it  clear  tbat  the  projected  wetland 
impacts  tLsed  for  comparing  alternatives  include.';  temporary,  coi^structi on-related  impacts  as 
wdl  as  permanent  wetland  iinpacts.  Short-term,  construction-related  wetland  impacti  should 
be  separated  from  permanent  impacts  for  the  range  of  alternatives  to  facilitate  informed 
decision  making   The  Corps  recognizes  the  difficulty  in  projecting  lempoiary  iinpacts  for  the 
various  alternatives,  but  ws  believe  that  it  is  necessary  to  take  a  hard  look  at  tempor^y 
impacts  in  the  SEIS,  even  if  the  analysis  used  is  qualitative  and  relies  on  the  best  judgjnent  of 
tec  hnic  al  professional  s  fami  liar  wi  ih  the  proposed  proj  ee  t. 

3.  Page  5  -7  7 ,  Scctio  n  5 . 1  fl  .4  Mitiga  tio  n  Me  asu  res :  The  Corps  noted  that  *  A  d  d  itional 

mitigation  Jiieasures  c&u  be  added  to  the  special  provisions  for  the  contractor  to  minimize 
project  impacts  on  wetlands"  (emphasis  added  by  Corps).  Please  change  the  woad  cm  to 
wiM^  to  ensure  That  appropriate  special  provisions  are  added. 


Letter  39,  Department  of  the  Army  COE,  Allan  Steinle, 
Montana  Program  Manager 

39-1. — Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

39-2. — The  short-term  construction  related  impacts  have  been  separated  from  the 
permanent  impacts  in  the  final  SEIS.  Please  see  Section  5.10. 

39-3. — This  revision  has  been  made.  See  final  SEIS  Section  5.10.4. 


It    o:\proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native  files\00-0 1432-002  apxj  comment  letters  2.doc 


J-48 


US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Finai  SEIS 


Appendix  J — Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  tine  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


39^ 


39-5 


39-6 


d     p....  ^  7S  Section  '^.  1 0.4  Mitigation  Measures;  A  compensatory  .niligation  pUn  that  is 

Stilted  and  ti^e  site  spec  itlcally  jdeniifiuti. 

.'    t^  T.  .f,  AnAii.\i  1  \  F v-ilurttion-  The  cover  page  and  (he  headers  on  each  page 

r     A«..nnw  B  Draft  404(ii){l)  Evaln^tion:  ^  Clean  Water  fetrecfiih^s  thM  tiie  Carps  can 

^U:m..U,  mid  .efficient  ^ppmling  doc™.*.»uon  appear.  W  1»  m  the  DSEIS. 

(406)  441-1375,  and  reference  GorpS  File  Number  2006-0 -fl 02 J(. 

Sincerely, 


AiM^^-^^U^-' 


Montana  Program  Manager 
Copies  FijniislYed: 

Lewis  Yello^^Robe,  ^  Confederated  S.lish  and  Kootenai  Trib^.  Tran.poriauon  Pbrmer 
Craifi  Genzlinger  -  U.S.  Fedeitil  High^vay  Administration,  Helena 
!^teve  Potts-  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency.  HeJena 
Scott  Jackson  -  US  Fish  ^d  Wildlife  Service,  Helena 


Letter  39,  Department  of  the  Army  COE,  Allan  Steinle, 
Montana  Program  Manager  (continued) 

39-4. — ^We  are  aware  of  that  requirement,  and  the  mitigation  plan  will  be  included  in 
the  permit  application. 

39-5.— The  divider  page  in  the  DSEIS  said  "Draft"  and  we  will  add  "Draft"  to  the 
evaluation  as  correctly  noted. 

39-6.— See  Response  #11-1. 
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i:;u@:oinirntir§ 


!iL 


^m. 


RECErVEC 

oci  10  2m 

wmammsi 


;-"      -i  us  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT  t> 

mM m  f M  WHTIflPHIKt  IN  IHE  PUBLIC  IHVOlVHENr  PRDtEH!  Youi:  involytineiu  is  o( greac  N'llue  lo  iht  pro)cct  ...^  /  ;';: 

itiin.  If  you  wwiild  IfIsc  [o  sabjnJl  writicrt  cDnjinfiiLs.  t>ka»  use  ill  is  fwm  ,ii>d  place  jl  in  [he  coiriinicnl  ^  ^  ^,^. 

bgx  provided.  If  you  ii«d  more  tfmc,  yow  arc  wflcomt  lo  mail  it  ini  Wc  wsu]t  lo  hear  (iom  you!              ^  ^  /^  ^^ 

T1»  Urafi  ^!1S  b  akn  miH^ft  \<n  viewing  or  stibmiui'iig  tMnrrgnu  a[  ih*  NDfT  webMie:  IH(p://i™w.miJl.mL|(H/jiiiliinrtlK«/tls_M.sh,tiiil  "'■'►     

Plfajc  HidwaEp  tcririend  ire  l&r  project  («  E7^1. 


I3L;^4^-Jce.sidapd'  Cff^    rDi^.£^.ii_\/aU£^ 


._3i- 


LdJ 


^:  ^,;r,Bij^AijALUU£, 


jdiiiton^  c^rv:v         IAlLL 


_CiTn:iiimJJDiM.ei 


frArv\.     "p-l<\or>  t^      Ar-\6e  > 


;  u".^jfWi''.r^i'>.ii^iL  |rjFSiri?S^'^i-^'*>^.^'"4  ■ 


UjWSfi  ^  '^  \"i--^Ei^:'^  '^k5{Tjft{w  '?i(f:  [  4 
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Email: . 

n.mi  mm  z<\Hmm  &v  or  &Ef  oae  ooobef  «,  mu 

^ # 


Conrwlly  cr  Herefa  sii1f  at  ilif  mfering,  t^i  mail  m: 

Jtxn  A.  Riley,  PF 

Buiuu  Chirf 

FrmirOAitirDJaJ  Jtrvl^es  Bumii 

Hctttuia  DeparimenE  ui  Iransporuiljpn 

POBoxlOIWI  .:  .^^   jv 

IkleitiHrSt^MUCflt  ."'\'. 


m- 


Tnbid  Fhitru  (tnld 
Sil,  E^itius,  HT 

4:0(f  -  ^M  fim 
lt«w  (orrMnuniiy 
GtnLn 
R«tafl.l1T 

PEJBUC  HEAMKG 

$Fj]lHnbtr  If.  lODJ 


(filir 


Letter  40,  DeeAnn  DesJarlais 
40-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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41-1 


Thursday,  October  05,  2006 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 
PO  Box  201001 
Helena,  Montana 
59620-1001 


RECEIVED 

OCT  1  1  20O6 
eN\/(ROhfMENTAL 


MASTER  FflE 
COPY 


ile] 


Dear  Jean  Riley, 

1  have  just  recently  learned  that  there  are  some  serious  wildlife  issues 
regarding  the  HWY  93  expansion  program  through  the  Nmeptpe 
Ronan  areas.  I  am  certainly  in  favor  of  improving  our  transportation 
needs,  but  without  the  higher  risk  and  endangerment  of  our  wildhfe. 

We  need  to  do  all  that  we  can  to  protect  the  wildlife  wherever  we  can, 
especially  when  this  highway  goes  right  through  a  sensitive  area  iil<e 
the  Ninepipe  NWR.  Why  do  we  have  such  a  highway  going  through  a 

NWR  in  the  first  place? 

We  are  always  concerned  about  public  safety,  but  we  are  not  the  only 
creatures  that  live  here.  We  need  to  be  concerned  about  our  wildlife 
as  well  Any  means  that  it  takes  to  protect  both  we  need  to  do  the 
right  thing.  Our  wildlife  is  part  of  our  Natural  Heritage  and  we  need  to 
preserve  it.  /^  v^         >--        'j  ,  '^ 

tf  the  proper  safeguards,  liSe  Aftir^t i ve  T Ve  oSf  of  the  budget  then 
we  reatly  can  not  afford  to  do  anything  because  itis  a  package  deaL 

^% 

Sincerely,  /   ^^. 

Bob  St  Linda  Detmers  *;. 

724  Deer  Ridge  Road  ;^.; 

Victor,  Montana  f/' 

59875  - 

<bldimages@earthtlnk.net>  ^l 


Letter  41,  Bob  and  Linda  Detmers 

41-1. — The  project's  decision  makers  need  to  balance  multiple  factors,  including 
vehicular  safety  and  wildlife  impacts  among  many  others,  in  choosing  the  final 
Preferred  Alternative.  Alternative  Rural  7  costs  an  estimated  $162  million  more 
than  the  final  Preferred  Alternative.  This  additional  cost  would  likely  delay  the 
project  a  minimum  of  6  years  in  which  time  the  current  high  rate  of  accidents  would 
continue.  The  project's  decision  makers  have  concluded  that  Alternative  Rural  7 
cannot  be  selected  because  the  need  to  improve  vehicular  safety  along  the  project 
corridor  would  not  be  met  in  an  acceptable  time  frame. 

The  final  Preferred  Alternative,  Alternative  Rural  3,  does  not  include  the  southbound 
passing  lane  that  was  part  of  the  preliminary  preferred  alternative  in  the  draft  SEIS. 
By  choosing  a  preferred  alternative  that  does  not  include  the  passing  lane  in  the 
wildlife  refuge  and  by  providing  numerous  wildlife  crossings  in  the  project  corridor 
the  project  decision  makers  have  attempted  to  reach  the  appropriate  balance  between 
minimizing  adverse  impacts  to  wildlife  and  minimizing  adverse  impacts  to  vehicular 
safety. 
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42-1 


42-2 


42-3 


From:  Kcvh\  Dclwiler  [maiIto:kevind@roiiaii.iictl 
Sent:  Tluirsday,  October  05,  2006  5:35  PM 
To:  indle  lscomjnentsjiiiiepipe(ff:mt.  gov 
Cc:  lrctizi:fi;sldlliiigs.coiii;  Kathleen  Adsum 
Subject:  Hwy  93  Ninepipes  PPA 

Greetings  Ms  Riley- 

Sofry  to  have  to  bother  you  via  email,  but  I  was  unable  to  attend  the  public  comment  meeting  ^ 
realized  the  time  for  any  comment  is  drawing  to  a  close,  so  here  we  are,  I  should  introduce 
myself.  1  am  a  longtime  resident  of  tlie  valley  (19  of  the  last  24  years),  I  own  property  adjacent 
lo  Ihe  route  (Mission  Valley  Veterinary  Clinic,  V.<J.,  NE  comer  of  H^vy  93  &  rimberlane  Road), 
1  am  an  avid  cyclist,  I  drive  on  Hwy  93  all  tJie  time  for  work  &  fun.  I  would  propose  that  the 
PPA  of  (alt  10)  is  not  the  best  idea  for  numerous  reasons.  1  have  been  to  numerous  planing 
wcssion!^  over  ihe  yeare  (decades?)  and  my  observation  from  previou?*  experience  and  now 
hacked  up  by  current  e^erience  is  that  a  4  lane  Hwy  93  will  ser\e  the  needs  of  the  valley  better, 
with  increased  safety  for  all  motorists.  Is  this  not  the  primary'  overseeing  issue  (finally  being 
addressed)  that  we  are  contending  with  in  this  massive  reconstruction  of  Hwy  937  I  know  there 
are  other  issues  Influencing  what  the  nature  of  the  final  project  will  be.  I  realize  that  you  do  not 
operate  in  a  vacuum,  but  functionality  of  the  road  seems  lo  be  the  most  impoilant  issue  lo 
c<iiitend  with.  I  would  propose  that  Alt  7  with  4  lanes  &  a  z^eparaie  bike  path  would  bt:  the  best 
option.  I  urn  the  person  (the  genius?)  thai  proposed  an  elevated  roadway  at  an  input  meeting 
many  ycan^  ago;  the  idea  was  pretty  much  blown  offasi  "excessively  loo  expensive*.  Well  yesi,  it 
is  very  much  money,  but  it  does  meet  many  of  the 

reqtiiihimein.s  for  the;  new  n>ad. 

I  have  watched  our  valley  ch^aige  over  the  years.  When  I  ^las  finit  here  in  1982,  there  were  no 
restaurants  in  lown  serving  pizza;  now  we  have  2  and  a  Subway  ^  a  McDonald's,  I  do  not 
propose  tliis  is  necessarily  good  Just  that  things  have  changed  drastically  in  -25  yeari,  and  fio  the 
road  that  serves  as  our  main  artery  for  the  entire  valley  &  places  beyond  must  change.  I  have 
walched  the  consvtruclion.  with  awe,  the  Pokon  Siection  was  done  so  efficiently  last  year,  now  the 
sections  this  year  are  some  what  less  eftlcicnt,  but  much  larger  in  scope^  so  what  do  we  expect? 
on  both  ends  we  haw  a  new  road  with  smooth  pavement,  better  approaches  &  clear  view  of 
tralTle.  In  Poison  we  have  a  4  lane  divided  Ilvvy  93  that  works  perfectly  as  envisioned  and  allows 
everybody  to  dri\e  unimpeded  with  greatly  enhanced  safety.  We  have  a  beautiful  bike  lane.  I  am 
lookitig  forward  lo  the  remainder  lo  be  eotnpleted  in  the  same  manner  clear  lo  Ronan.  C">n  the 
otlier  hand  we  have  the  section  from  Arlee  to  the  ,50uth  of  Ravalli.  The  idea  of  2  lanes  witli 
alternate  passing  lanes  is  for  lack  of  a  better  term  idiotic.  Please  do  not  try'  &  confuse  a  clear  fad 
that  it  is  not  safe.  We  live  in  a  hurried  up,  if  you  uill  permit,  rude  society.  TTiis  is  being  carried 
oul  on  this  portion  of  H\^7  93  right  now  with  the  completion  of  ihe  road  as  I  felt  it  would.  The 
places  where  the 

road  constricts  has  become  a  race  track  for  some  of  my  fellow  motorists  to  tr>'  &  get  ahead  at  the 
last  second  as  we  merge  to  a  single  lane.  Many  motorists  speed  up  for  the  2  lane  portion  &  then 
slow  for  Uie  single  lane  portion  and  others  cannot  get  by  when  we  can  or  pass  later  when  we 
cannot.  Wlio  came  up  with  this  configuration?  I  knew  it  would  work  this  way,  and  the  last  month 
has  confinned  my  v^onit  fear.  We  do  not  need  more  'er^anced'  2  lane  road  (or  what  ever  you 


Letter  42,  Kevin  Detwiler 
42-1. — See  Response  #11-1. 
42-2. — See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 
42-3. — See  Response  #11-1. 
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42-3 

Co  n't 


42-4 


42-5 


wish  10  call  it)  W'e  need  a  toad  liki>  the  otic  built  in  Poison  for  the  enliTe  valky,  not  just  north  oT 
Ron  an,  Why  the  ditTcrrence?  The  enli-re  [Ivvy  93  is  subjeetto  the  increasing  trafic^  and  the  Siinie 
seasonal  increases  in  trallic  volume  at  certain  linies^  so  the  differentiation  makes  no  sense.  If  4 
lane  divided  was  good  enough  for  Poison  to  Ronan,  the  same  reasoning  should  apply  to  the  rest 
oKthe  corridor.  I  would  therefore  propose  that  Alt  7  with  4  lanes  &  a  bike  path  would  be  the  best 
oplioti.  If  you  look  at  the  location  of  the  passing  lanes,  yon  will  be  having  the  f^ame  'race  track' 
episodes  in  bad  locations  with  Alt  7  as  now  designed.  Uwy  212  intersection  is  a  bad  place  &  the 
top  of  Post  Creek  Hillis  a  bad  place  as  the  Methodists  ha\e  built  a  new  churcli  there  with  Hwy 
93  access  at  or  near  tlie  crest  of  the  hilL  Serious  consideration  should  be  given  to  Alt  7  for  tliese 
reasons.  Please  do  not  keep  the  2  lane  or  modified  2  lane  AUs  for  Hwy  93  as  they  will  not 
address  any  safely  issues  (passing  lanes  worsen  it  in  some  respects).  Sincerely, 


Kevin  R.  Detwiler,  D.V.M. 
33  fimberhm^?  Road 
Ronan,  MT  59864 


Mission  Valley  Veterinary  Clinic 
phone;  (406)676-4251 
email:  krdetwiler@Tonan.net 


Letter  42,  Kevin  Detwiler  (continued) 
42-4. — See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 
42-5. — See  Response  #11-1. 
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u^ 


43-1 


DECEIVED 


Environmental  Services 
MOOT  -^'' 

RE:  Project  CN  B744 

Dear  Ms  Riley:    j;  :■ 


Many  of  us  have  participated  in  discussions  and 
meetings  for  nearly  twenty  years,  hoping  to  find  some 
remedy  for  tine  problems  that  increased  traffic  on  HWY 
93  through  Ninepipe  will  create.   I  have  read  the  SDEIS 
quite  carefully  and  will  raise  some  issues  that  come  to 
mind. 

First,  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  highway  now  being 
constructed  is  better  than  the  version  we  were  first 
presented  with.  The  lengthy  process  has  had  positive 
results  in  the  parts  that  we  now  see.  The  segment  of 
the  road  which  includes  Ninepipe  was  given  additional 
attention  because  of  the  critical  nature  of  that  segment, 
both  as  habitat  and  as  an  essential  corridor  for  wildlife 
moving  westward  from  the  Mission  Mountains.    Aerial 
photos  show  its  very  unique,  geologic  features  4he 
abundance  of  small  ponds  which  nourish  a  rich  wiidlife 
community.  Because  of  its  uniqueness,  its  value  as 
habitat  and  role  in  the  movennent  of  wildlife,  there  has 
been  a  substantial  public  investment  in  lands  at  Ninepipe 
These  lands  are  used  by  hunters,  scientists,  ;^ 

birdwatchers,  photographers,  as  well  as  Grizzly  Bear, 
Otter,  Eagles,  Waterfowl  -  many  more  are  mentioned  in 
the  DEIS  -  maybe  you  have  seen  for  yourself.  The  public 
was  led  to  believe  that  these  characteristics  would  be 
protected  by  the  terms  of  the  Memorandum  of    :■^^ ;     ' 
Agreement.  .  .  . :..      . 

That  is  why  1  was  surprised  to  learn  that  PPA  10         '  >': 
includes  features  that  will  increase  speed,  width  and     "- 


M^ 


Letter  43,  Marie  Dinwoodie 

43-1. —  In  the  final  SEIS,  Alternative  Rural  3  has  replaced  Alternative  Rural  10  as 
the  Preferred  Alternative.  Under  Alternative  3,  a  south  bound  passing  lane  is  no 
longer  to  be  included  in  the  RP  39.4/44.1  area.  Because  US  93  will  continue  to  be  a 
two-lane  road  in  this  area,  increases  in  speed  are  not  anticipated  or  expected  to  result 
from  this  project    Speed  limits  are  set  by  the  legislature  and  cited  in  61-8-303  of  the 
Montana  Code  Annotated.  Changes  in  speed  limits  can  be  accomplished  by  the 
Transportation  Commission  or  by  the  City  of  Ronan,  but  only  based  on  safety 
concerns  and  are  not  expected  to  be  changed  in  response  to  this  project. 
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43-1 
Co  n't 


43-2 


43-3 


noise,  all  of  which  decrease  the  road's  "porousness" 
regardless  of  "crossings."  The  consultants  providing 
information  for  the  DEIS  described  the  area  "where  most 
wildlife  crosses"  (4-108)  as  beginning  at  RP  39.4  to  44.1, 
plus  the  Post  Creek  and  Crow  Creek  Crossings.  The     ^^ 
passing  lanes  included  in  the  PPA  will  greatly  increase 
SPEED,  noise  and  width  of  pavement  in  the  39.4/44.1    i 
area  and  deter  wildlife  from  crossing(5-1 1 5).  1  did  not    '  ^ 
find  any  plan  in  the  document  to  deal  with  the  migration  '^ 
of  turtles,.^^.|.^  ^,  ,^:^4^-^^j^.::sp    ^k^i^^-i\i,jk'  ^^^^  ■  t>.^:M 

The  public  was  led  to  believe  by  the  Memorandum  of  ^ 
Agreement  that  Level  of  Service  (LOS)  would  be 
suspended  in  this  critical  area,  and  that  the  value  of  the 
area  to  the  community  would  be  paramount.  Your 
document  contains  conflicting  points  of  view  on  this, ;.  ■  ^ 
Section  3-6  indicates  that  LOS  standards  would  be  /i 
implemented  and  section  3-8  states  that  "a  required 
standard  for  roadway  LOS  was  not  stated... "  according  / 
to  the  POG.  It  is  implied  that  "safety"  is  dependent  on  , 
the  inclusion  of  passing  !anes,  that  people  will  die  i 

without  the  passing  lanes.    I  think  this  is  manipulative, 
both  of  the  reader  and  of  the  information  on  the  type  and 
frequency  of  accidents  here.  >[/:  |j^:  ^  ::  ■'  c    \  /V  :;■';" ;     - 

I  want  the  best  that  we  can  do  for  Ninepipe  - 1  know  you 
do  too,  But  PPA  10,  with  its  passing  lanes,  is  not  that  ,  ^ 
plan.  Thank  you.  ..=     .     ^  .   ,        , 


Sincerely  yours, 


y  Marie  Dinwoodie 
70274  US  HWY  93 
Charlo  MT  59824 


':  mi: 


)^\  ''^W'-B' 


JJ   !l.' 


^^Mi'  vn 


Letter  43,  Marie  Dinwoodie  (continued) 

43-2. — Turtle  migration  is  discussed  under  the  Amphibians  and  Reptiles  discussion 
in  Section  4.12.3  of  the  draft  SEIS.  In  addition,  turtles  have  been  considered  in  the 
general  discussion  of  wildlife  in  Section  4.12  and  5.12  of  the  draft  document. 

For  more  information  on  turtles  see  Responses  #171-1  through  171-8. 

43-3.— On  page  3-6  of  the  DSEIS  it  was  stated  that  "an  acceptable  LOS  would  be 
provided  for  any  of  the  alternative  alignments  or  for  improvements  of  the  existing 
corridor."  Page  2-16  listed  the  types  of  improvements  that  could  reduce  accidents 
by  providing  passing  opportunities  -  passing  lanes,  climbing  lanes,  and  four-lane 
sections.  The  Preferred  Alternative  selected  by  the  proponents,  based  in  great  part 
on  comments  received,  is  Alternative  Rural  3  with  no  passing  lanes  in  the  Ninepipe 
area. 
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44-1 


COPY 


RECEIVED 

^::.J  4^ij  J  J  J  J  :J  S-JX.!   b     J      kJJ    .1  i  J 

T'r  ';l   ,US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

IWmm  mmmmm  IH  the  MIBUC  immm  PROCIiSf  Vyur  in\'(>k'(;mtr>i  ii  of  great  value  co  cJie  ^ral^a 
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Letter  44,  James  N.  Dixson 
44-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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"-  i^     US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 
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Letter  45,  Sheila  P.  Dixson 
45-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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46-1 


From:  Brian  Ducharm£[mailto:brianrd@it^kt.arg] 

Sent:  WedtiMday,  Ortdber  04,  2QQ6  ll:D9  AM 
To:  mdteiscommeTitsninepipefg) mt.gov 
Cc:  lrenz@sldllingsxom;  Kathleen  Adams 
Subject:  Comment  on  US93  Ninepipe/Ronan  EIS 

To  Whcm  It  May  Concern: 

I  am  in  support  of  creatirig  a  walking  path  south  of  Roman  along  with  the  U.S.  93  road  construction.  I 
support  the  community  of  Ronan,  as  I  do  my  own  community  of  Poison,  whiere  I  hiave  found  the  walking 
path  there  very  useful  and  a  heglthi/  corr^Itment  to  the  community  as  a  whole  Please  consider  adding  a 
walking  path  to  the  road  construction  section  south  of  Ronan. 

Thiank  you, 

Brian  DuCharme 
390:J3  Hwy.  35 
Poison  Mt  59860 
406  8S3-9240 


Letter  46,  Brian  DuCharme 
46-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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,       .v^ii  ■}     us  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 
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Letter  47,  Andrea  Duhman 

47-1.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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1-  :  .        us  93  MINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJEQ 
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Letter  48,  Lori  I.  DuMont 
48-1.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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Letter  49,  Valley  EUingsen 
49-1.— See  Response  #11-1. 

49-2. —  Representatives  from  MDT,  FHWA,  and  CSKT  (referred  to  as  the  "three 
governments"  or  "proponents")  negotiated  and  signed  the  Memorandum  of 
Agreement-US  93  Evaro  to  Poison  (MDT,  FHWA,  and  CSKT  2000).  CSKT  is  one 
of  the  three  project  proponents  and  as  such  participated  fully  in  the  design  and 
selection  of  the  alternatives. 

See  Response  #17-2. 
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us  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 
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Letter  50,  Kayla  Erickson 
50-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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Letter  51,  Nick  Fell 
51-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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52-1 


52-2 
52-3 


52-4 


52-5 


52-6 


From:  pal  hurky  finailto:phTavalli(3;yahi>i>.com] 
Sent:  Wodni;sdny.  October  04,  2006  12:47  PM 
To:  MD'J'  K[S  Comments  Kinepipe 
Subject:  FInthcad  Resource  Org  comment 

Ms  Riley: 

We.  the  Flathead  Resource  Organization  submit  the  fol  lowing  comments  on  the  Nine  pipe-lion  an 
Highway  93  reconstruction  Draft  SEIS.  And  while  there  is  much  to  fipplaud  in  t!ie  eirorts  to 
reevaluate  the  design,  we  are  disappointed  in  the  (1)  the  casual  analysis  of  wildlife  use,  (2)  the 
poor  choice  of  placing  a  passing  lane  in  critical  habitat  and  (3)  the  egregious  selection  of 
Ahemative  10  despite  the  lack  of  research  showing  it  to  be  the  most  viable. 
<l-'[if  fsupportEmpty  Paras] -->  <!-'[endif]"> 

Our  organization  has  been  in  existence  since  1975^,  and  represents  some  100  members  from  the 
Flathead  Indian  Reservation  and  surroundings.  We  have  participated  in  the  review  process  for 
thii;  project  since  1988  and  had  membership  on  the  first  ID'f  ;«id  TcprcMJiitation  on  ih<i  CAC  and 
MDT  for  the  SFIS  process. 
<1~[if  EsupportEmply  Paras  ]-><!-[endifl--> 

After  (he  publication  of  the  MQA  in  2000.  FRO  and  most  people  in  the  Mission  Valle>  "cre 
rcMcM^d  to  understand  that  the  highway  phinncrs  rccogni/.t^d  the  iuiiljul;,  fragile  and  regionally 
signiTicant  value  of  the  Ninepipe  area.  State.  Federal  and  fribal  agencies  had  collaborated  in 
assembling  tens  of  thousands  of  acres  of  dedicated  wildlife  management  lands  in  the  "kettle'* 
terrain  between  the  Mi^^^ion  Mountains;  and  the  Flathead  River. 
<!~[if  -supportEmply  Paras  ]-->  <!~[endif|~> 

Language  in  the  MO.A  outlining  the  goals  of  tlie  SHIS  clearly  established  that  "It  was  imperative 
to  look  at  the  Highway  within  tlie  context  of  llie  surrounding  landscape".  This  intent  by  the 
framers  of  the  \(OA  wasi  clear  in  their  demand  that  the  SFJS  study  the  feasibility  of  realigning 
the  highway  west  to  avoid  cultural  and  wildlife  conflicts.  It  was  also  stated  that  if  it  was  decided 
to  leave  the  highway  t>n  ith  eurrertl  aligmnenl,  "due  to  the  high  ecologieal  value  of  the  landscape, 
passing  lanes  are  not  appropriate  and  will  not  be  included". 
<!"[if  !supportEmptyParas}">  <!"[endjf]"> 

Furthermore,  it  w^as  clearly  established  when  the  IDT  and  COC  committees  began  meetings  that 

Le\"el  of  Service  standards  would  not  be  applied  to  the  Ninepipe  area  because  of  the  adverse 

etfects  these  standards  would  impose  on  4(f)  values  iind  tlie  wildlife  management  mandate  of  the 

area. 

-  ^'[if  ?supportEinptyParasJ-->  <!"[endif]--> 

.After  several  years  of  'f  DC  and  CAC  meetings  and  public  meeting  involving  hundreds  of 
residents,  all  based  on  the  minimalist  pledges  of  the  MOA.  we  were  extremely  disappointed 
earlier  this  year  when  the  PDSEIS  changed  the  ground  rules  that  we  had  been  working  under, 
'llie  result  of  these  arbitrary  changes  is  a  preliminary'  preferred  alternative  calling  for  a  one-mile- 


Letter  52,  Flathead  Resource  Organization,  Pat  Hurley,  President 

52-1. — This  EIS  provides  analysis  of  impacts  to  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Threatened 
and  Endangered  Species  in  Section  5.12  and  5.13.  These  sections  of  the  document 
provide  analysis  of  both  direct  and  indirect  impacts  of  the  project  as  well  as 
providing  mitigation  measures  to  help  minimize  the  project  impacts.  Section  5.20 
provides  an  analysis  of  cumulative  effects  on  wildlife,  including  the  impacts  of  past, 
present  and  future  activities.  In  addition.  Sections  5.9,  5.10,  and  5.11  discuss 
project  impacts  to  Water  Quality,  Wetlands,  and  Floodplains  and  Streams,  all  which 
directly  or  indirectly  affect  wildlife  or  their  habitat.  Scientific  literature,  wildlife 
managers  and  other  wildlife  experts  were  consulted  throughout  the  preparation  of 
these  sections  of  the  document.  The  preparers  of  this  document  have  relied  on  the 
professional  judgment  of  experts  and  the  best  available  science. 

52-2.— See  Response  #11-1. 

52-3. — Alternative  10  was  the  preliminary  preferred  alternative,  selected  by  the  3 
lead  agencies  based  on  analysis  of  all  impacts  and  benefits.  After  consideration  of 
issues  addressed  in  comments  received  on  the  DSEIS,  the  proponents  have  now 
selected  Alternative  Rural  3  as  the  preferred  alternative  in  the  FSEIS.  See  also 
comment  39-6  from  USACOE. 

52-4. —  The  project  proponents  have  examined  the  project  "within  the  context  of  the 
surrounding  landscape";  however,  the  project  proponents  need  to  balance  multiple 
factors,  including  vehicular  safety,  cost  and  wildlife  impacts  among  many  others  in 
the  final  decision. 

52-5.— See  Response  #17-2. 

52-6. — The  proponents  agreed  early  on  that  there  would  be  no  specific  LOS 
requirements,  rather  that  they  would  be  goals  for  achievement.  No  alternative  would 
be  screened  out  solely  on  LOS. 
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52-6 

Com 


52-7 


52  "S 


52-9 
52-10 


52-11 


52-12 


lotig  ^outh'houiid  pa.ssing  iaiic  through  tl^^^  "kclllc"  art.n  iuid  ;i  much  hb^Eivior-Jiamicd  ircaliiit^iU 
for  Ronnn  than  we  believe  to  be  necessary  or  prudent. 
<1 -[if  !supportEmptyParas]''><!'-[endit1— > 

We  would  first  like  to  point  out  some  glaring  omissions  in  the  DSEIS: 

•  The  evaluation  of  impacts  on  wildlife  and  endangered  species  does  not  include  new 
inrormation  tliat  was  not  already  available  at  the  time  of  the  MO  A.  Tlie  citations  are 
mostly  'Tjereonal  communications"^ — An  extraordinarily  casual  approach  to  wildlife 
research.  There  is  still  no  understanding  of  ho^v  \\  ildlife  uses  the  corridor  or  the  adjacent 
kettle  area,  and  liow  the  PPA  would  affect  wildlife  access  to  vital  habitat  components  on 
either  side  of  the  roadway,  lliere  is  no  analysis  of  vital  habitats,  and  likely  con-idors  are 
only  estimated. 

•  There  are  no  studies  on  the  relationship  between  Highway  93  and  other  transportation 
infrastnicture  in  the  area.  Wildlife  use  of  Ninepipe  bisecis  several  rofids.  including 
Higjiway  212,  Mollmann  Pass  Road  and  Eagle  Pas  Road.    Ilie  cumulative  efiect,  if  not 
understood,  could  pose  real  jeopardy.  For  instance,  over  tlie  past  live  years,  three  grizzly 
bears  have  been  killed  on  Higliway  93,  and  at  least  two  olherri  on  a  county  road  east  of  the 
highway  in  the  Kickmg  fiorse  area.  It  is  not  possible  to  design  a  permeable  road  without 
knowing  this  relationship. 

•  llie  VVA  calls  for  short  bridges  at  the  ends  of  Kettles  One  and  Two.  but  no  rationale  as  to 
li()\^  this  would  protect  painted  turtles.  However  there  is  e^cry  reason  to  believe  that  full 
restoration  of  the  kettles  by  full-length  bridges  would  resolve  the  risk. 

•  Both  the  Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  and  the  US  Department  of  Fish 
and  VVJldlife  have  strongly  objected  to  the  south-bovind  passing  lane  due  to  the  indirect 
effect  il  would  haw  on  their  4  (f)  mandate,  yet  there  is  no  discussion  of  this  in  the  DSEIS, 
TlliJSe  agencies  aloiig  with  the  ] Vihcs  liavi:  the  public  responsibility  for  managing  wildlife 
in  the  refuge,  the  W'P.V'h  and  (he  W'M  As.  and  (heir  concerns  should  be  addressed  in  detaik 

•  'Ilie  PPA  calls  for  numerous  wildlife  crossings  in  the  roadbed  but  specifically  rejects  the 
inchi^^ion  of  wing  or  funnel  v%iildlife  fencing,   llie  preponderance  of  evidence  and  litenilure 
suggests  that  wildlife  will  not  UJiC  crosifting  without  Ruch  feneing-  This  contradictien  nnisi 
be  resolved  before  the  FEIS  is  finalized. 

•  The  SRLS  fails  to  identify  fill  quarries,  mi>:  and  preeesfi  sites,  and  disposal  areas.  We 
understand  that  this  is  usually  considered  a  separate  issue  and  not  addressed  in  NFJ.PA 
documents  on  ntosl  highway  |:>rojct;is.  I  hit  these  ancillaiy'  activities  ean  have  enormous 
impacts  if  they  are  not  located  and  performed  iti  a  way  that  corresponds  to  the  wildlife 
needs  of  the  arear  Secondly  the  current  proeedtire  of  contr^ting  for  and  managing  these 
sites  after  a  ROD  has  been  published  has  not  been  particularly  successful  on  the  Flathead 
Reservation.  Tliere  are  several  large  abandoned  quarries  in  Lake  and  Sanders  Counties  left 
over  fri'im  previous  projects,  and  at  least  tine  on  Highway  21 2  north  of  the  Dixon  Agency 
was  operated  during  the  nesting  season  of  listed  bald  eagles.  0\^ersight  of  tite  quarry 
restoration  has  been  left  to  Montana  DEQ.  which  has  been  immobilized  by  for  funding  and 
personnel. 

Tliese  sites  should  be  identified  and  evaluated  as  to  their  effect  on  wildlife  use  of  the 
area  before  a  tlnal  draft  is  approved. 
<1--[if  !supportEmpt>Paras]">  <!"[endif]"> 


Letter  52,  Flathead  Resource  Organization,  Pat  Hurley,  President  (continued) 

52-7. — This  EIS  is  meant  to  analyze  the  impacts  of  this  project  given  the  best 
available  science  and  information  available  from  project  design,  which  is  typically  at 
a  preliminary  stage.  It  is  not  meant  to  be  included  in  the  body  of  scientific  literature 
or  as  peer-reviewed  scientific  research.  The  use  of  personal  communications  with 
resource  managers  and  experts  on  a  particular  subject  is  accepted  practice  in  the 
preparation  of  environmental  documents  in  the  absence  of  published  data.  Wildlife 
biologists  and  managers  as  well  as  other  experts  have  been  consulted  throughout  the 
process  of  preparing  this  document.  Lacking  specific  research  on  wildlife  corridors 
in  the  area,  the  professional  judgment  of  these  experts  is  the  best  available  science. 

52-8. — ^An  analysis  of  the  cumulative  effects  on  wildlife  was  performed  as  part  of 
this  analysis  and  is  found  in  section  5.20.  As  required  by  NEPA,  the  analysis 
includes  a  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  of  past,  present,  and  future  actions.  The 
discussion  also  includes  possible  mitigation  for  these  impacts. 

52-9. — Short  bridges  at  the  kettle  ponds  would  span  the  shoreline  of  the  pond  at 
these  locations  to  provide  both  wet  and  dry  passage  for  painted  turtles.  Length  in 
the  preliminary  design  was  approximated  based  on  field  observations  of  low  and 
high  water  levels.  Bridges  at  the  kettle  ponds  would  be  designed  to  provide  crossing 
for  turtles  at  these  locations  at  all  water  levels.  Full  length  bridges  would  provide 
unimpeded  aquatic  access  under  the  road  at  the  kettle  pond  locations;  however, 
shorter  bridges  will  provide  turtle  passage  at  these  sites  as  well. 

52-10.— See  Response  #11-1. 

52-11. — Although  fencing  was  not  included  in  the  PPA,  it  was  not  our  intention  to 
absolutely  preclude  wing  fencing  at  wildlife  crossing  structures  throughout  the 
Ninepipe  segment  of  the  project,  and  the  use  of  fencing  in  this  segment  has  not  been 
eliminated  from  consideration.  The  placement  of  fencing  in  this  segment  of  the 
project  will  be  determined  by  wildlife  biologists  and  habitat  managers  and  be  subject 
to  agreement  by  MDT,  FHWA,  and  CSKT.  Wildlife  fencing  placement  in  the 
Ninepipe  segment  will  be  determined  during  final  design. 

The  following  text  has  been  added  to  the  Wildlife  Crossing  Structure  section  of 
5.12.1  of  the  FSEIS:  "Although  not  currently  proposed  for  the  Ninepipe  segment  of 
the  project,  the  use  of  fencing  in  conjunction  with  the  wildlife  crossing  structures  in 
this  segment  of  the  project  will  be  considered  in  final  design.  The  placement  of 
fencing  in  this  segment  of  the  project  will  be  determined  by  wildlife  biologists  and 
habitat  managers  and  be  subject  to  agreement  by  MDT,  FHWA,  and  CSKT." 

52-12. — The  discussion  presented  in  the  SEIS  includes  the  range  of  impacts  that 
may  occur  from  material  extraction  at  a  source  site.  The  source  sites  for  this  project 
have  not  been  identified,  nor  has  the  quantity  of  material  to  be  taken  from  the  site(s) 
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Responses  on  ihis  page  arc  a  coniinuailon  frani  ihe  previous  page 


been  determined.  Once  the  material  source  sites  have  been  determined,  the 
Contractor  would  be  required  to  secure  all  required  approvals  and  comply  with  all 
required  laws,  which  would  examine  potential  effects  to  environmental  impacts.  In 
many  construction  projects  the  Contractor  provides  the  sites  and  must  secure  all 
required  approvals  and  comply  with  all  required  laws.  For  the  other  projects  in  the 
US  93  corridor  from  Evaro  to  Poison,  the  sites  were  provided  to  the  Contractor  by 
the  project  proponents.  During  the  design  process  all  of  the  required  permits  were 
acquired  and  specifications  developed  in  close  coordination  with  the  resource 
agencies  to  designate  specific  BMP's  applicable  to  each  site.  This  process  is 
intended  to  provide  the  evaluation  of  impacts  this  concern  addresses. 
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52-13 


52-14 


52-15 


Tlicfc  arc  also  seveml  errofs  of  coinmis^sioii  in  the  DSEIS: 

•  [ii  its  discussion  of  safety,  the  DSEIS  continues  to  use  a  misieadttig  index  of  highway  risk 
based  on  accidents,  injuries  and  fatalities  per  mile  of  roadway  rather  than  the  standard 
index  of  accidents  per  traveler-mile.  The  only  reason  this  is  done  is  to  stir  up  misiniomied 
passion  and  to  avoid  an  objective  risk  analysis.  MDOT  should  be  required  to  use  standard 
measures  ratlier  than  file^ved  data  for  propaganda. 

•  According  to  the  comparative  analysis  of  the  alteniatives.  Alternative  7,  the  raised  parkway 
better  meets  all  of  the  goals  in  the  purpose  and  need  than  tlie  PPA  or  any  other  ahemative. 
Yet  earlier  this  year,  there  was  an  eftbrt  by  FHWA  and  MDTto  have  Altemati\e  7  deleted 
from  the  menu  on  grounds  of  cost.  It  was  also  rejected  as  a  PPA  for  the  same  reason. 

Tlien^  are  several  such  projects  already  existing  in  the  US,  such  as  Glen  wood  Springs 
Canyon  in  Colorado,  where  the  value  of  the  landscape  and  its  community  justified  the 
cost.  We  submit  that  at  Ninepipe,  with  its  20,000  acr^s  of  dedicated  wildlife  lands 
worth  tens  of  milliotis  in  sportsmen's  licenses  and  tax  dollars,  is  such  a  place.  If  this 
project  were  put  to  a  meaningful  cost-benefit  analysis.  Alternative  Seven  ^vould  prove  a 
bargain, 

•  Finally,  despite  the  fact  that  Alternative  7  and  at  least  two  other  alternatives  (3  and  4) 
exceed  or  equal  Alternative  10  in  attaining  the  goals,  it  was  Alternative  10  that  was 
selected  as  the  V?A.   iTiis  discounting  of  the  DSEIS 's  own  data  seem;s  arbitniry  and  bull- 
headed.  'Iliis  is  only  one  example  of  using  the  DSEIS  process  as  a  continued  and  concerted 
effort  to  justify  a  pre-existing  decision. 

<!-[ir  ^support  Empty  Para$]~>  <[~[endifl--> 

In  c<iiic]usion^  although  we  arc  disappoint cd  in  the  IV4II.  wc  hclii^vt;  that  «ven  the  flawed  picture 
prirsL-Titijd  by  the  iDSElS  provides  more  than  ample  reasoi^  to  rej  1:1.1  itte  PP.\  and  acc-ept  a  more 
benign  alternative.  We  strongly  urge  you  to  reconsider  Alternative  Seven  or.  failing  thai,  mix 
and  match  lane  configuration  and  spi*eds  to  safely  majiagi2  trafTlc  and  maintiiin  tlic  integTity  of 
the  Ninepipe  wildlife  management  area.  These  need  not  be  mutually  exchisivc  goals. 
<!~[if  [support  Empty  Paras  ]~><!~[endifl~> 

Respectfully 

Pat  Hurley,  President 
Flatliead  Resource  Organization 


Letter  52,  Flathead  Resource  Organization,  Pat  Hurley,  President  (continued) 

52-13. — We  did  include  some  references  to  accident  rates  per  million  vehicle  miles, 
but  we  were  not  consistent  throughout  the  discussion.  On  reevaluation,  we  believe 
both  accidents  per  mile  and  accidents  per  million  vehicle  miles  should  be  shown  and 
have  made  the  appropriate  modifications  to  the  text. 

52-14.— See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 

52-15. — See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 
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Letter  53,  John  Fleming 
53-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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Letter  54,  Louis  Fleming 
54-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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fltaM  prmdt  t**'  '''W  anil  iMiai:  Pfc^i*  les^^  ?«uf  (Wimtntj  «Uh  erifiir  flDL  SkiHingt 

Address:  BiM-JRcMU^^^ i.™S  ■ '.; 

_^ Jjjk^fjl^,.  ■'^^    ^TflJqJ. [(tmnnntntal  SeFvJcn  Burtau  ^^ 

^/  Harvtina  Dfpirtmeni  flf  T«rvi|»rtiEi«i 


OPEK  HOUSES 

m  -  i:V*  |Kn 
'  Tribal  fitnm  Ct-Uti 
it  ijfuiiui.  rtT 

4:09  -  1^  pfTi 
Unruri  tgiBnnil)i 
{(rtfltr 

PUBLIC  HEARLNI^ 

Tir!iiJ]r 

lipltmber  J  9.  IM( 
1;00  '  *.CD  urn 

Ccntsr 


con 


Letter  55,  Lydia  Fleming 
55-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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t^CEiVED 


MASTER  RLE 
COPY 


f-m 


56-1 


US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEHENT  PROJECT 

liJfflKlOU  m  m\(.\m\m  m  m  PUBUC  IHWLVMENT  f&MEiSl  Your  L.ivolvcmcni  L^  of  grcar^-^ue  ro  tl^e  project 

Kfw  If  yo^.  u'ould  lilo;  W  iubmit  wfitteu  comnitnis,  ptca«  use  [hi.  fbrm  and  plarf  "  ir  the  commcnc 

boj:  provLded.  If  y^n  used  inot<:  nm«,  you  ire  welcome  lo  mail  h  in.  Wc  w^m  [fi  K?ar  from  you! 

ni(  Drift  StIS  H  >f»  Miljhk  fcr  Mitwing  ar  iubmiliing  tcmn^fla  at  tk  H&T  wtbsiic  htip;/A«wiinh.n*t6ffr/pubirnslve/«_«.ilm>S 

PiBK  MkiH  cdnrnicrtti  irt  lor  pnojca  CN  IT44. 


_:QA^.    ^Lyftii         |/X<^it^A»Mf— ^ 


"1 


'     J"    '•"I'-V 

1# 


% 


Emaih — 


PIrtse  ktf  I  your  ttrnflwin  niflv  «(lw  HDl  Sl(jflifi|s 
I  Cwnfllly  M  Hsweri  iuif  n  ilH  mtt\%  or  mail  ld: 

::}ejBJll!tltj:PE 
'.  B^inau  Qiief 

:  HonESita  Dt^rtnien[  gl  Tnuispormlcn. 
PO  Bm  lOIIHII 


SIKILLI 
CONKI 


OP^N  HOUSES 

Hfifldiy 

m  -  iM  p« 
liiUl  fiEntu  Cmiuf 
^  ||!]itiei.  HT 

M9  -  m  pn 

RutaA  £[j™»nitj 
CMttr 

FUBLK  ttCAMHG 

^pltmbir  y^JWit 

i:Da  ■  ^cn  ptn 

ItiHiaii  (wEmnit|r 
twtff 


Letter  56,  Will  Fleming 
56-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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fn 


57-: 


Jean  Riley,  MDT  Env  Services   r,  .^vf^^^'  .J -.  ,^- -^  ^  y  .'^-** 
HelenaMT     ■  '■  ^' '  ^'\    "     Vrjil-^^:'    ■      ^  : .    "' 

Dear  Jean  - 

\  would  like  to  provide  my  input  on  Project  CN  B744    First  I  would 
like  to  say  that  Highway  93  should  be  a  four  -lane  road  from  the  Mexican 
border  to  the  Canadian  border,  including  through  all  urban  areas.  With  all       ..^ 
the  modern  technology  we  have  available  there  ts  not  any  enviormental 
reason  that  can  not  be  addressed  during  and  after  construction  of  the  ;; 

highway    To  do  less  many  lives  wHI  be  sacrificed  instead  of  the  envior- 
ment.  Somewhere  along  the  line  a  group  has  decided  if  we  build  btgger 
highways  more  people  will  come.   People  are  going  to  come  regardless  ., 

of  the  size  of  the  road.  Building  a  2  lane  road  with  passing  lanes  ]s  only^a 
slight  improvement  over  just  a  2  lane  road.  There  will  alway  be  those  who 
win  try  to  pass  in  no  passing  zones  and  those  who  will  crowd  you  over  to 
pass  where  the  passing  lane  ends.  I  think  a  four-lane  road  is  the  only  way 
to  address  the  traffic  problem  Even  if  it  means  doing  less  miles  as  money 
becomes  available,  lets  do  it  the  safest  and  right  way  the  first  time, 

.    ■i"'y>^^1^.i^'^k''.       Sinpefelyjf»1,V-'^--:^';r--:.: 

■   .■:.--^.--\7:yX^::'-.^y  ■■■:■■  ^•i--::i^c^.^-£- 


■c^^.- 


Jii^C4^ 


'  if  ■  ■ 


v:-i  r       r/-    ^  .  J 


Letter  57,  Terry  E.  Forst 

57-1.— See  Responses  #1-1, 11-1,  and  13-8. 
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58-1 


C  omme  ruLEaf 


US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAH  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

T^mm  m  mm\?/ilim  in  the  PUBUC  INVOLVNEKT  PIUKES^i  Your  Ij^voEveniciii  is  of  grcai  vaJuc  to  ihc  pro|ecT 
it2ifk.  iCyou  would  Itke  [o  submit  wiiiicn  comments,  please  use  this  foim  and  place  k  in  fhc  C4?nin3cnt 

box  provided.  If  you  need  inone  rimcs  y-tju  ;irc  ^v^lcome  lo  irtail  it  in.  W*  waiii  lohear  from,  ^-ou! 

Til!  t}tzh  ll\^  ts  jAit  ^jiiijblt  ^r  fumng  cr  lubmiting  untmenn  at  tint  N^DT  wElniie:  littp://viww.nid[.m(t.£Q'//pt;ibinr«lve/«^_eLiliftinl 
Ple3»  indkitt  csimtitt  vt  btr  pFQJect  CH  1744, 


I      f  *CP<W.       C^  "^^ V        Al.TJCt'ftT  "/g'   'i^  ^. 


^■g<r._*;CTjL: I     c^-t€^    qs    fii>-v  0^4\.iu>    c.»uix    gfc^a  ^^ 


-rur  Aii*>*4o    <i**ivti«*t5     i*^/#fltf'    uitf<«>*     »>a^rv»    J^  Sfcjttt 


xj- 


J\tf>.^ 


fttft4^    Ht        J-36igM<r»^ 6a?0       '** 


3.^.7e^''J..^„vJ«i.%    ^%HH-  "xf^r^jct^ , 


Fbast  pwide  ]fiiu^  iuni£  and  adifress: 


Email:     d«  J^r'\t^r'f^^bki;4^;jnrrr.'i^t 
fw&i  mm  mnim  av  or  ium  mam  l  im 


m 


0?U  HOUSES 

i:(Kl  -  l:Ml  pm 
Triy  filnfB  (unKtr 
Sl  l^llilH.  HT 

"^  ^  Sfptmber  l?,]CD4 

Nmw  iejNf  ifinir  oortimMiis  witli  liiftr  M&T.  Sltilin^i  '      ^ 

CiHirtnlt)^  or  HerwH  itaff  it  ttie  Enee[iii|,  w  mail  lo;  ^^^^^^^ 

ltis\  A.  Ribr.  PE 
Surfau  Diiff 

Efifirann^ntal  SfFvioi  lufEsu 
Ftontana  DEpartmtnt  c(  TranipoirEalion 
^^Ui  lOIUDl 
Helena,  HT  Sf^MKlOltl 

C0NNOLLT 


ftlHian.l1T 

pueuc  heahing 

Tutsdijf 

SepEHnber  l?J4)Di 
?;(H)  -  iM  pm 
Knqn  Cemmmiity 
tJMur 


Letter  58,  Duff  Gerrish 

58-1. — See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1.  Also,  generally  on  new  construction  the 
location  of  the  barriers  on  the  outside  of  the  shoulders  allows  sufficient  sight 
distance  to  alleviate  any  safety  concerns  for  vehicles  entering  the  roadway.  The 
location  referenced  is  a  temporary  installation  and  will  be  referred  to  the 
construction  section  for  review  and  possible  modification  of  placement  for  improved 
safety. 
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::p 


59^1 


59-2 


^isoovVjkxj 


RECEIVED 

OCT  B  i  200S 


.f,v.-  i\f  Higiuf. 


%Ah    to 


Letter  59,  Jen  Gervais 
59-1. — See  Response  #11-1. 

59-2. — Bypasses  to  either  the  east  or  west  were  analyzed  in  the  draft  SEIS  (Section 
3.1.2),  and  were  eliminated  due  to  their  substantial  adverse  impacts  to  fish  and 
wildlife  habitat,  and  creation  of  additional  barriers  to  wildlife  movement. 
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Fram:  Pelc  Gillard  [mailloi|>ctcrg(S;cskt  org] 
Sent:  Wedfiesdny,  October  04,  2006  10:51  AM 
To:  mdteiscommentsjiiiiepipe(^mt.gov 
Cci  lrenz@skillitigs.coin;  Kathleen  Adains 
Subject:  Comment  on  L  S93  Ninepipe.  Roiian  E[S 

RE;  project  CNB744 

I  feel  there  should  be  a  bike  path  south  of  Ronan  as  it  would  promote  exercise  aiid  good  health 
for  all  residents  of  the  Reservation. 

Tliaiik  you, 

\'cw  CHllartl 


Letter  60,  Pete  Gillard 
60-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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6M 


From:  Glow,  Steven  [mailtdi^glDwf^moiYtana.edu] 
Seiil::  Friday,  October  Ofi,  200fi  ^:12  PM 
To:  mdtei5coinrneTit5ninepipe@mt.gav 
Cc:  IrenzC^skillings.com;  Kathleen  Adams 
Subject:  Comment  on  US93  Ninepipe/Ronan  EIS 

There  should  be  an  off  road  bike  path  along  this  section  of  highway.  This  is  a  wonderful  place,  with  great 

wiiiJife  viewing.  It  is  terrifying  to  ride  a  bicycle  on  thes  road.  Simply  widening  the  highway  and  siTOulders 
will  not  make  bike  nding  much  safer.  The  arrwuint  of  debfison  the  roadstde  makes  a  shoulder  dangerous 
The  bike  path  from  Poison  to  Ronan  will  be  wonderful.  This  is  a  tourist  attraction  Just  look  at  the  path 
across  the  Idaho  panhandle  and  all  of  the  business  that  has  generated.  Safety  is  the  number  one  reason 
for  improving  Hwy  93.  An  off  road  biike  path  will  enhance  safety  for  all. 

Steven  D.  Glow 
Dixon,  MI 


Letter  61,  Steven  D.  Glow 
61-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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62-1 


62-2 


62-3 


October  4.  2006 

Jean  RiEey/Project  CN  B744 

MDT  Environ.  Services 
2701  Prospect  Ave. 
PO  Box  201001 

Heiena,  MT  59620 


RECEIVED 

OCT  0  5  ZO06 
ENVIRONMENTAL 


;  ^-^ 


Iv^ASTER  PILE 
COPY 


To:  Jean  Riley/  Project  CN  B744 

1  want  to  express  my  grave  concern  for  the  delicate  and  precious 

Ninepipe^Ronan  area,  which  is  home  to  all  manner  of  wildlife,  and  serves 

as  a  wild  rife  corridor. 

I  believe  that  the  MDP  plan  to  put  high-speed  passing  Eanes  in  this  aiea 

woytd  be  devastating  to  this  sensitive  area,  to  say  me  least.  I  would  support 

ar^  "eEevated  highway"  as  an  alternative, 

\  support  the  honoring  of  the  previous  agreement  with  the  Saiish/Kootenai 

tribe  to  not  install  increasing  roadway  and  passing  lanes,  and  therefore 

prot&d  this  vatuable  ecological  landscape. 


Tharik-you  for  your  consideration;  ^ 


f^^Md^^^^^^'^^ 


Beverly  Beck  Glueckerl 
636-Tooie  Ave. 
Missouta,   MT  59&02 


H  ^ 


Letter  62,  Beverly  Beck  Glueckert 
62-1. — Comment  noted. 
62-2. — See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 
62-3.— See  Responses  #17-2  and  49-2. 
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From:  Pam  [mailta:pam0505@iC£nturyt£Lnet] 
Sent:  Wednesday,  Ocldber  04,  2006  5:SS  PM 

To:  mdteiscommeTitsninepipefg) mt.gov 
Cc:  Irenz^skillingsxom;  Kathleen  Adams 
Subject:  Comment  on  US93  Ninepipe/Ronan  EIS 

I  am  sending  my  support  for  a  bike  path  from  Poison  to  MissoiJa.  Biking  provides  a  healthy  lifestyle  for 
all,  It  promotes  family  activity,  provides  an  economic  mode  of  transportalion,  it  is  eco-friendly,  and  fun  fior 
everybody  Let  us  look  to  tl^e  future  in  Moritana  and  build  this  bike  path  for  all  of  us  to  enjoy,  A  narrow 
shoulder  on  Highway  93  will  not  work,  it  Is  loo  dangerous.  There  are  many  people  now  ttial  nde  Hwy  ^3 
and  are  risking  their  lives  Rease  consider  a  healthy  alternative  and  sipport  family  activity  and  build  this 
bike  path  for  all  to  enjoy. 

Thank  you, 

Pam  Goss 
Poison 


Letter  63,  Pam  Goss 
63-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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64-1 


RECEIVED 

QQj  0  4  2006 


COPY 


mj^^ 


m 


'^r^^'p'ny 


rj 


\fj^'>>r 


US  93  NIHEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

Musi  liHliaie  (Bumrtins  art  fw  prfljsct.  tH  KM*.    ...      >       . 


v^ 


^  J?to2^t^.^^j^2^^— ^i^ 


Pleait  pronif  yeuT  namt  and  i^drtss: 

Name:    .^^L^Qm^^s^^^ 


_2±i^^i^i^UnJ^-^^ 


mAtt  yiBHiT  COHHtim  %^  OR  tEf  Wit  0(TO*B  t.  iOOi 


Mhm  Itaw  your  toTnwi'^  ^i^^  *i*^^  ^^^  Wt^p 
Imm^i  M  HiiTcri  ^lall  Jl  I*!*  ™*li"&  «'  ™"'  ^'■ 

Jtuj  H.  Rilrjr,  PE 

|(HiEeniT«ntJl  SenacM  BattBii 

Heniini  Utparwinfin  of  InnipflrlstiMi     , 

f^  iBULtmai     


Unwr 


pu&iic  mm 


Centtr 


Letter  64,  Ed  Gottfried 
64-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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65-1 


(£^t 


October  3,  2006 

MTDoT 

Jean  A  Ri!ey,  P.E. 

POB  201001 

Helena  MJ  5%20-1001 


r^cc:VED 

QI3I  0  *  Z006 


.     COPY        I 


RE:  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Improvement  Project         ■^-  \  \  ^-^ 

I  am  a  user  of  biking  St  walking  paths  insofar  as  possible  in  western  Montana 
(The  small  CTEP  bike/pedestrian  path  in  St.  Ignatius  is  much  appreciated)  and 
am  most  certainly  in  favor  of  a  separated  bike  path  south  of  Ronan, 

I  feel  a  little  bit  stupid  that  after  seeing  the  wonderful  bike  paths  in  the  Ronan 
and  Poison  areas,  I  just  assumed  all  the  new  Highway  93  construction  would  (as  I 

believe  it  should)  include  separated  bike  paths. 

At  the  very  least,  please  construct  a  bike  path  separate  from  motor  traffic  south 
of  Ronan.  If  there's  any  possible  way,  I  would  really  appreciate  your  re- 
considering and  constructing  bike  paths  separate  from  motor  traffic  south  of 
Ronan  all  the  way  to  Missoula.  I'm  sure,  in  addition  to  the  safety  improvements, 
we  would  see  a  dramatic  increase  in  bicycling  use  like  that  seen  in  idaho-where 
we  are  going  to  bike  safely  off  road  this  week  end.  V\/e^d  be  happier  to  stay  m 
western  Montana  to  bike,  but  it  woutd  not  be  safe. 


Sincerely,       ^ 

Lee  Ann  GoRfried 

POB97 

St.  Ignatius  MT  S9&65 


*  JY' iH^Sii*- -wi'  .r^'Jl.^.^^i^i/f.'T  i.  -^r  V-  .    *^'*' 


Letter  65,  Lee  Ann  Gottfried 
65-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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66-1 


RECEIVED 

OCT  «  *  i'^ 


MASTER  FILE 
COPY 


;r  I  III  r\  U;f  i:^'^:r*w,!    Ti 
us  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

.  %  i      \mi  TOU  f  0*  PftmUPAflHG  IH  THE  PUBLIC  Wmm  PMJttH!  Your  involvfmcnr  is  flf  gccit  va] uc  to  ihe  project 
.%  '      [earn .  )  f  you  wodd  like  to  -nubm  ic  wriitcn  cq  tnnien  ts,  pl*asf  use  ihi^i  ffl  rm  ajid  place  it  \  n  ihc  comcnini 
["^"      ^^  provided.  If  yx3u  ne«i  niore  rime.  J'oii  aic  wckoint  m  mail  it  m.  We  want  lo  Ite^r  from  vqu' 
.  '  r--,  TW  P^ft  SEIS  ii  ibo  milAlf  fur  flH«ivg  *r  lubmrtftni  «inni«its  at  [k  NOl  wriintt  ^l^J^^/«««Jn!^L^^LnH/p^lhiil^^^»vt/(iufAJll1"l 
V  h^^i  ''***"  '^''^  aumiKfiii  srt  fw  ^iijed  Of  SIM, 


\JUi^AM.^-ii^^^.=^^^I^h^^^         -4- — ^^^ \i^f^^- 

_or .  \^^       \Ac.\hc.A k^S'^'^^r.u!^ tec..  ^'•/^>^^j^^ 


V^if 


Z^ 


^ 


ji/=^ 


.        -        .    i      "  OPEN  HOUSES 


X1_JL 


_Cv>/v 


13: 


b^tnlMr  IB,  U(U 
Trhal  FilirtSi  (wt*f 


-9 


L*:i&^^ 


,_ ^ ■■ ^ "- — V Trhal  Umu  i 

_£ai dLv/CY.ij^f^-    I 


Y.J^ 


Ptf jie  kavi  ^^\  CMirMflcs  wlti  eE[h*r  H&T,  ^Ifi'lliEip 
toniwllf  or  Htmtn  suEf  Jl  tli*  !ii«tJBj,  or  miil  wi 

J«[>  A.  Mey,  PE 

LninamHilil  itnfioB  Bunau 

^0_^/a  ^(  Montana  OiparKtunt  ri  Trjmipwuwa 

PLEASE  Wm  COHHtNli  fit  OR  lEfOftE  OaOHJi  6,  iDM  MO*)  «<-7n8-  -      .         .  ;  .  . 


StfUienilHr  If,  !{)!>i 
410  -  ^iDD  {)tB 


^zK 


Ciflttr 
Ifidv.  HI 

PUSUC  HEAEilNG 

luftilaf 

Uniji  (wimjvtr 
(snir 

ItMirv  HT 


Letter  66,  J.  Scott  Graham 
66-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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RECEIVED 


,,::;;  us  93  NINEPiPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

'^  ;■;   mm  m  m  mmmim  fn  the  pjslic  \mvwm  mim  Vt>ur  invcnivf  mc»t  is  of  gj^t  v^int  t^  di*:  i>ruj4x;i 

^■*  -v ■■■:    tf anir  If  v-oij  wDuld  like  to  suhanir  writU-n  wsjiuiienu,  please  lisc  this  Ibmi  jind  pht:^  ti  in  il^e  conimcni 
'/'  ;.     liOK  i>rovidtd.  [f  you  need  marc  \'ifWt^  ymi  are  wwlcoine  lo  mii]  it  iji.  We  Viraru  to  htar  frtun  ytni! 


inmiiT  M  ft>e  HDiT.wbiiitL  tiEepc^/wvwjradc.rni.sav/pubiinrcli'eirtit.^V!^  . 


.fc..^ 


..s 


^^^ 


67-1 


j&e^ 


liJcA: 


k-..-:f!^om    ^J^^ 


jCjonTL^iikoxL.- 


.-J^^^ 


h\  {  Ar>r^\^nK\-KeS 


fcirrL^  ^3:i\-son  Atv     Ar\€<^ 


.$$.:— ^'^; 


OPEN  House; 


,^vf.'.     Pjieist  piQHitt  ;^<^ur  rvarnt  and  Mna: 


Email: 


putiE  mm  iWMm  n  ok  beeojie  oacBEft  i  m^ 


■  CorvnoSly  tr  Htrrerj  sialF  at  ik  mftclfi^,  or  mail  lo: 
|tan  ]L  1%.  PE 

E  [vnrDii*iitnl9l  ^tnH<ei  Burtau. 
HotvUru  Dtpaitnmil  ^\  TrviiiivreaiHin 


iM  -"7H)D  pin 


PUBLIC  HEAMNl^ 

Sipttmki  If,  ID^ft 


:iMtiri^'^ 


Wff" 


^y 


Letter  67,  Warren  Graves 
67-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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68-1 


Fram:  Amy  Griffin  [  ma  i  llo:  a  my  .griffrn*^  ran  ankl2.edu] 
Sent:  Friday,  October  06,  200fi  10; 20  AM 
To:  mdlei5comrneTiit5ninepipe@mt.gov 
Cc:  Irenz@skillin9s.com;  Kathieen  Adams 
Subject:  Comment  on  US93  Ninepipe/Ronan  EIS 

Asa  resident  or  Mission  Vaiiey,  i  v/ant  a  BiKE/WALKilStG  path  separate  from  traffic,  on  Hwy  9G 
connecting  ALL  communities  from  Poison  to  Ariee. 

Tliank  you, 

Ami/  Griffin 

371  BSLittte  Marten  Road 

Ronan,  MT  59364 


Letter  68,  Amy  Griffin 
68-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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69-1 


Fram:  Amy  Griffin  [  ma  i  llo:  a  my  .griffrn  (3ironankl2.edu] 
Sent:  Friday,  October  06,  200fi  10;21  AM 
To:  mdlei5comrneTiit5ninepipe@mt.gov 
Cc:  Irenz@skillin9s.com;  Kathieen  Adams 
Subject:  Comment  on  US93  Ninepipe/Ronan  EIS 

Asa  resident  or  Mission  Vaiiey,  i  viarA  a  BIKE/WALK ilSlG  PATH,  separate  fromall  traffio,  on  HWf  93 
connecting  ALL  communities  from  Poison  to  Arlee. 

WH  Aafon  GfifTin 


Letter  69,  W.H.  Aaron  Griffin 
69-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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70-1 


70-2 


Froin:  Kari  Gunderson  [mai]to:cnd2543(^bLackfooit.ti€t] 

Sent:  Friday,  October  06,  200(S  3:05  PM 

To:  MD T  HIS  ComineiUs  Redstone 

Subject:  Public  comment  on  Project  CN  B744 

October  6,  2006 

Comments  for  Project  CN  B744 

I  drive  highway  93  through  the  Mission  Valley  when  I  commute  to  xvork. 
tor  safety  considcratioTiiiL  I  am  supportive  of  highway  improvemenlfi. 
However,  wildlife  considerations  should  not  be  overlooked.  Regarding  the  Nuiepipes 
jirea,  I  recommend  no  passing  zones  through  this  stretch,  and  a  speed  limit  of  45  mph, 
with  strict  law  en fof cement.  This  is  an  important  wetland  arcu  for  waterfowl,  songbirds, 
and  an  important  grizzly  bear  travel  corridor.  Some  motorists  will  still  probably  exceed 
the  reduced  speed  limit,  but  hopefully  they  will  slow  down  enough  to  decrease  wildlife 
and  moloiii^t  injuries  and  faialiiiefi. 

[  also  recommend  that  you  put  in  a  bike  walking  piUh  m  around  the  comin  unities  of 
Ronald  and  Pablo  where  tlicre  is  frcLiuent  pede^vtrian  and  bicycling  traffic  compsting  with 
motorists  who  ma>  not  sec  iheiii.    I  his  h  also  an  importaiU  safety  issue, 

TTiank  you  for  your  consideration  of  my  concerns  rcgardhig  Project  CN  B744. 

Sincerely, 
Kari  Gundcrson 


Letter  70,  Kari  Gunderson 

70-1.— See  Responses  #11-1  and  13-6. 
70-2.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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71-1 


us  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

T^mm  m  participating  IPf  the  public  tNVOLlfMENT  ?mm  Youj-  involvemeni  iiof^reat  vaUic:  to  ihe  |}roj(.-£[ 
rc^m,  ]f  j^'o;i  woTtId  like  10  submir  written  comments,  plca^  uscihk  form  and  p!a«  ir  in  ihe  comitiem 
boK  pfo%'ided.  If  }\jlj  tieeJ  motv  limt^  you  are  wtflanne  [o  inail  it  in.  Wc  want  to  hear  from  you! 

Tlie  Drill  il\i  is  ^lu  xtFailabk  kr  viewing  cr  siAmittin^  cDmcnnKs  ai  ttie  J10T  wIiseik  \\!Vt^.t!wnifjtaiLt\\timf^him<Anftaja.jhaiA 
Elian  ittdkiii  iHwiiTWfit}  :an  ^r  pn^Kt  CN  1744, 


d^Af.t4r^. 


'f^'T 


i^J^^^Yf^^/^       ^-^^^    ^J:;^^-?^  .^bo^- jtf^ 


± 


■i  yy^/     JTJ. 


r 


-^ 


7.  .^^M  ■ 


A^J^    ^M^-%'-Ld..  J/.djt,  J^ 


•2^^'^ 


<A^^^.    ^Z-f^ 


r^H^HL//-- 


rii//iA^,Jt  (IXJ^^/jf   ^^  -^£i^ 


-<7^WnfV-fV^ 


>^^ 


:^ 


if^ 


^lL. 


Pt{ai«  pmnitfe  your  ^aiTH  and  addmE, 


Em!iil: 


^r^/^4/j^f^  /yjrS^^^r 


mm.  mm  m¥X.m  m  or  BEfonE  oaoBEK  &,  im 


PTiast  l«Jift  yiouF  {emm^nEj  mEh  filler  HDT,  Skilli[i|s 
Cpninoll|f  or  Mtrr^j  itaHf  at  iJit  nKtiiij,  {>r  jnail  to: 
Jtan  A.  %.  PE 

Etmranrntnl^  ^tnkti  Eu/«ai] 
HonlMi  Depannfnt  cf  Tran^porlaEiMi 
PO  Goc!  JOICOI 
Hdtna,HTS»dm?Oftl 


OPEN  HOIEES 

Sf pt^rnbfr  3S.  IHf 

TrilHl  FStnttJ  Ctnttf 
ii  Ignaiin,  HI 

Tuisdif 

\M  '  7](H)  pm 
IsAu  Coftmiyniiy 
C«ntir 
laaw.fn 

PUfiLK  HIA1UNG 

^tplfmlMfUJCDi 
IM  ■  ?:DD  prr 
Kfintn  t(m[TMjJli[]f 
(unEtf 
PlBnin,  Hi 


l.^ 


Letter  71,  Derwin  Halvorson 

71-1. —  There  are  provisions  for  advance  right  of  way  acquisition  in  23  CFR 
710.503.  Requests  for  any  advance  acquisitions  need  to  be  sent  in  writing  to  the 
Montana  Department  of  Transportation  office  in  Missoula,  Montana. 
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**V>=' 


us  93  NINEPIPE  /  ROMAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJEa^J;. 


rm.  If  ya.  wodrf  lik,  ,.  ..bmi,  ^.^i■,=„  «>:„.=n«.  pl««  use  *«  form  .„<!  P'»«  ••!»'''"",■"""'" 
^^'  '^  /  .   .,  .         .  .r ^  . -l„™*  fn  mf^i  ir  n.  We  wAnt  lo  hear  tiocr  you! 


ceam.  Uvou  would  dUe  lo  fiUDUiK  wrmcn  ^i.hpj— -►  k—  "7    ■"  "  -  ^^ , 

.^  i      Z.pSd.6^  If-u  n.^  mo^  ^im..  ya.  ^  wdc^r..  to  rr^l  ic  in.  W.  w.nt  10  hear  fiorr  y^ul 


^ 


art  \w  pf<ttK*  (^  ^'*^  -^  ^.:^;C:^^i^^ 


72-1 


72-2 


72-3 


_JC^^ 


r?_:r3; 


tr.  ■ 


^     t^r-^\  y^ 


Plfijij  provide  jflur  mm*  md  wMniE 


Cflrtwlly  or  Herwfj  jqH  ai  *e  ruHiing,  sr  rtail  [or 


'■^  j:0«  '  8;0fl  pffl 

TiilMJ  *i|nnj  <**»<" 

Tutsdif 

^tnbr  if,  IDC^ 
iOe  '  r:(Hl  prfl 


^^      A        J"'*  *■  ^i^'  f^ 


I  £^y  \.L0        Bureau  Chief 


Address:  .V^  ^.2firi^s.Ui4  cfeJii 

■f  .■■;■ :  *^J" '  MhiI3H3  Oepartmffli  fff  iraiis|>oruwii 


TuesdijT 
Sipitmbf r  If,  IQC 

Hkavi  (owmnitf 
Cenltr 


L 


*Xcoliti 


IHHOLLT 


Letter  72,  Alan  Harriman 

72-1.— See  Response  #11-1. 

72-2. — See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 

72-3.— See  Response  #52-4. 


It    o:\proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native  files\00-0 1432-002  apxj  comment  letters  3.doc 


US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Finai  SEIS 


J-87 


Appendix  J — Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  tine  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


73-1 


''^■'■"'■•^-  RECEIVED 

■    p---;'  ■■",  OCT  1  0  2006 

•'ii        '  US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAH  IMPHOVEMENI  PROJECT 

niiOiK  m  m  mw\mm  iw  the  mu:  ihvoiwent  mm\  Vcvtr  hivoiv^mc^i  i^  of  gF^^c  v^^jnc  t^j  (he  pjoj«i 

K,.ti.  ]f  ypu  would  [ik*  10  5uh.ili  ^^rki.»  c.ii«n>^ius,  plcvi.^  iifc  thiji  form  nriU  plac,:  k  in  t^.r  commcnr 
!„,:(  piovl^ka.  If  yo«  !)«:<]  n>^ce  time.  >mi  arc  wrttomc  to  mill  it  i.i  Wf  ^^*.r.t  to  hear  fro-ti  you! 

Ih.  Or^Ti  iE1i  ii  >h*  ^sit»tt  fer-^t^irg  «  J.bmiHwft  to^m.nt.  .i  ihr  H&T  wt^ii..  li«p;^/««w.^dL™i.j8-/p«hir.aWeii_H.^ 

Pleasf  iradkalt  «itiiti(ii(i  srf  far  pFo^ct.  CH  BT^4.  .  .■  ■,    -  ;.   ■;■    ,-..  ■.  >        ,   ;■  .  ■ 


■a 


r-,'is  ■i^i     'i/-^  U"J   . 


4  ■?■■■■ 


^    7\<   A    r^f^I5£r^J:_.ta^JiTUaskii:\J>>^ 


jit-AU&oil-iiA. 


_Bi^XwALUU£- .^iNSi , 


g^pf.t-^U     f-7snrv    AyAfe;. OQ-.yul'^.  — ^ 


._Cc5Dneifein 


^  nvY\  w\  t  •>r>\  \\  £5ii 


4f^^^ 


■    ■jt.uj'j^f^..  ..  '^-;?iV^:S:.;.;-^;  ^||f^;i;<^r'\r^'-f  I^Tl^'^^;'''l)r  '   "*    'T"   ^    -'1^''   1 


■  .'.-.■:>^n;^^lii^-i^^^  ^.;^..j^^;^r— r-^ '   '  '-^-^  ■-^^'^^^f^^-^ 


rkait  provi^  )f(nir  riamt  anil  jiMiws 


PIfatf  Ntrt  ym  tainniefia  wiiCi  eillier  HDT,  Sk4\i\\p 


■  'S, 


Email: .^ ^ — — — 

TLEME  HWHIT  tOHHEHTl  BY  0*  6EF0RI  tKTOKE  1 JSK 

.._ „„__ '^ 


Hsniaiia  Dt^aftmirs  cf  Traiirwtalion.  .  '  ; 

■   Mra,HTSJ*30-IOIH  '  /-■.■- 


^  OPEN  HOUSES 
-   Hoiidaf 

^  VTbil  Fi'tntn  (trtfn 

4.^}J  -  7:M  pm 
Itonafl  Commumly 
C(Bwr 

Ihevi,  HT 

POeUC  HEAKIHE 

■     Tutsdar 

StftMiilrtr  l9.Jt)lli 

|«ian  Connxjiiiiif 

(inJlcr 

KsnuLHT 


r3  iiiitj-iMj 


Letter  73,  Sharla  Hart 
73-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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!  !■ 


I  ■'  \.i  IV| 


i^ 


RECEIVED 


.*.: 


us  93  NINEPIPE  /  R.ONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

:     MHR  m  m  PAWICIfATING  IN  IHE  PUtliC  INVDlVHEH!  PBOtiiil  Vol.i  ii.vnlv.nici.t  k  af  g^^-i,  wiKk  to  rhc  proj«.^[ 
UAni.  Jf  you  \\tnilJ  likf  ro  subuTiii  wriiccn,  mriimcnfs,  please  use  ihis  form  and  place  it  Jn  the  commeiu 
■     bos  provjdeti.  l^ynvi  ntvd  mcirt"  finic,  you  SEC  wckiicnr  (q  in?il  ii  iji,  Wc  waju  10  liear  fiuiit  juu! 

V  Jie  Oralt  StIS  b  abo  aya^ljblt  lor  viiwirj  or  satMniiiiH^  (nmrKBis  Jt  iht  H&r  wtl>$ile:  M(p;/W.ni*Lini.Eirr/piibinvnlK/tii_iiibtrrtl 
i^*  ■;-■.  '     ■:■,.,  fltBH  w*u(f  umiirtnii  ifi  far  pHJttt  U(  B?4i.  ...';,  ■■■.',,  'j,;^ :  ■■',_'■  i .  ■■.'-:/,. '" 


'=-;^i 


74-1 


7k_xX— r■d-5i^-£t^+    nf     fV^Vj^on^V/HlVjL^ 


>^^BLfe£/wAU4mG.£Am;: 


^^ejp.eic^ 


-oa.....yijo:y-._9^i_ 


jLonrii^  cWr^._. , fii  (  r 


c  ovn  \x^jaj::).Aii£6- 


frcm 3>\S£i0^i:i Art^<^ 


■^j:^ 


Gjri^-^U     nt>i     K    ^    ii     VTiAp^^     -fl.      vijAi^n     ■■^ftf^f^'^  ^    ' 


Srkai^i     Bifs    tiji.i^^A 


W 


___;  *, 

«»'■ k 


.  CorHiftlljf  6r  Hfjreri  itjH  aT  the  rweiiji^  w  nuit  m: 
J^ars  *.  Fil(y,  FE 

fnvironinfntsi  Seivicn  Bvniu 
H«nU[>i  DrpJirltnEiit  nl  TransfKucaiiDH 
PO  Bm  JOIOIti 


'wm, 


«^:;-«%, 

.it!  I^i«;  Ht 

bftfnbH  \^.'im 
m  - 1:00  fm 

Ctnttr 
Roflin.  NT 

PUBUC  HEAF4KG 
lues(!i;r 

ffpEEJiibtr  If,  7(^{)( 
J:HI  ■  f.OD  pm 
^onv)  CDniiwjih(|i' 

,ipirtiiH?.  ;...■:.•  .■ 


Letter  74,  Howard  M.  Haslam 

74-1.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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75-1 


75-2 


75-3 


r 


'^i 


rJ.Xjji  J     i 


RECEIVED 

OCT  C  6  2Me 
ENVIRONMENTAL  '.  ' 


I'/i ASTER  FiLE 
I    ,   COPY 


I 


r  /  ^  '  '  us  93  NINEPiPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

THANK  TO  J  m  PAMlClfATlWG  IW  Tlf£  PUBLIC  INVOLKHENT  FWCZH!  Vour  involv<inctu  is  t.iV^-n  v.ilu^'  lo  []ic  p^oi^:cl 
(cam,  if  you  would  WUc,  to  submii  wiiEentnjTimciics,  please  uic  this  form  and  pijtJe  it  in  :he  coEiiiticnt 
b&K  pnpn^idcd.  Ify-ou  iictd  mojc  time,  you  are  wekomr  lo  maH  it  ii^.  U'c  w.inr  to  hear  fFoni  >'i}u! 

Thf  [Vah  SEIS  is  al«  MiUtlt  Ih  vi(T«(ing  dr  sjbtniccJn;  nmmwb  ai  die  KDT  vflbst[t:  »i<ipji'/wv™.mdjJni^(h/puljin»5l«;iJs_eajlvttrtl 

■  ..,pr:;L:.h^ifi_jgkr^Wc^^  ^ 1^ ___^  ,-  iX ^___ ^_ 

^,^L<,y3_L^^^^<:ji-  ^:,^-^^;£^  J^^-i^j^j?!:  j;^a_ii^^±I  fe;^i..  £j:^  jh^^.  ___ 
5.p^^<es^f>  ihis..&rc4j^  jUJtAjnir^t^-  \Vx  a>M^^^^^3-^^^  n->/-ri^<L;sjA/.i .  Siviy^^- 


Plta:^  pivndt  ]f«ji  name  antf  Jihtrtsi; 


AddrfM:  j^^lkJQGiiikiLfeiL 


mi^&oL>.WA,  TAT  ^^^^a 


Coivofiy  Br'Hemfa  itiH  a]  the  meed  ng.  or  mail  lo: 

\un  K  tiief,  P£ 

GufFjj  Chlel  "^'.' 

EnfnrHiRttnCil  Stnica  iajoa 

Honaana  Dtparitnejii  «E  Trdnipcitaiiai 

PD  gOK  !0|{)CI 

HdHii.  ffl  $?S20.|MI 


p^H  HDUIES  . 

h|t{inbH  It,  iW 
iM  -  iM  pm 
Tnbiil  FiuitEi  (cniF! 
U."J^alwi,  HI 

SffUmlwr  9f ,  ^0$^ 

m  ^  m  F? 

PUBJJC  HEARING 

M  '  MD  pm 


is 


^^ 


C^  — 


Letter  75,  Belinda  Hays 

75-1.— See  Response  #11-1. 

75-2.— See  Responses  #17-2  and  49-2. 

75-3. — See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 


It    o:\proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native  files\00-0 1432-002  apxj  comment  letters  3.doc 


J-90 


US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Finai  SEIS 


Appendix  J — Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  tine  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


76-1 


76-2 


-y-^'j?^     % 


RECEIVED 

QCJ  0  4  2006 
ENVIRONMENTAL 


T^^ 


SeptcmlK]  19,  2006 


K  U  r^ T E  R i  gyXN  C  Ll  KS 
>0  BoK  7792,  Miasoda,  MT  59M7 


Montana  DepaiTment  of  Transportation  '  "-/  '"''''.       ;        "     < 

270]  IVospecf  Avenue  .]'  .    ■     .  ■;  "      ^r^,\  -  ,^-"  ". .    '- .I--- 

POBox20100l  ...  .  y    ■■  '^     ..  ■ 

Helena,MT59620^I00l        ';"■"'■,    ,  V'  '■^.■.^.  V,  ,_  r  ^  ;;:"'^'r     ''^v-.-ir-      f,/' 

Dear  Highway  9,^  Tlifi  People's  Way  Adfiiinistiatar: 

Ikllgaie  Humcrs  and  Anglers  would  litt  to  throw  our  stnjnia  support  behind  Aitemalive  7  of  Higjtway 
93  for  rhe  four  iniies  rhroug}^  the  l^tnepipe  Conidor,  which  would  be  a  raised  parkv^ay  12'-14'  liigh 
AltemaEive  7  has  a  number  uf  [uajoradvani^gie^;.  Aloenigtive  7  would  separate  traffic  and  the  highway 
from  the  laiidscape.  the  wildEife  and  llieir  habitat  Ninepipei  is  an  esseniial  part  of  the  contiecti\it> 
zoiiie  or  comdor  ihat  stretches  from  the  Idaho  border  to  easi  of  tlie  Front  Kjange.  This  area  is  primarit^' 
Forest  Seniee  land  wilJi  vej\'  little  development  or  potential  for  developnienl.  Highway  9^  h  the  only 
m^jOT  north/souih  highway  tliat  goes  all  (he  way  through  tliis  connectivity^  Toiie.  FragnienEatJon  of  this 
iuipoitanc  region  would  inhibit  wildlife  from  frogs  and  hirtEes  to  gozzJy  bears  from  potEJidal  habitat  md 
also  lead  to  geni^c  isolation.  Alternative  7  would  protect  the  potential  bull  trout  habitat  reco\'eiy  ionci 
of  Crow  Cvoik  and  Port  Creek  from  fragmenlation.  Without  a  raised  parkw%.,  fencing  and  wtldlife 
ciros^uii^s  would  be  required.  Iliese  fences  would  be  a  5c™>u5,  if  not  fatal  iinjiedunent  to  the  inoT-'cmenJ 
of  bifids  in  the  Nati^mal  Wildlife  Refufie. 

In  the  meniorajiduin  of  agji?emenr  signed  by  ihe  Confederated  SaJish  &  Koolenai  Tribes.  Montana 
Department  of  rransportarion  and  the  Federal  Highway  CommissioncT  it  was  agreed  that  if  the 
highway  was  to  remain  in  its  currem  alipiment  ihtough  Ninepipcs  h  wou^  not  have  additional  passing 
lanes.  Unfortunately  (his  agreement  was  broken  with  the  addition  of  a  passing  land  in  this  fn^e 
ecosy5lem,  A  wider  higliway  will  create  a  Imager  barrier  for  fish  and  wi]  dlife  piassageL 

Alternative  7  is  not  only  die  best  option  for  fish  and  wildlife  and  (he  hunte?^  and  anglers  who  pursue 
then^,  it  is  also  the  besr  option  for  (he  economy  of  Mission  ValEcy  and  the  region.  Htuiting,  fishing, 
wiltilife  walchin|:  and  tourism  create  jobs  and  bring  thovsands  of  dollars  into  ihe  Minion  Valley  every 
year.  Please  stand  by  your  pie^'iotis  agreements  and  build  a  raised  higitway  without  additional  parsing 
lanes  over  (he  ver^-  special  eniironinent  of  Ninepipes. 


President,  HeDgate  Huntears  and  Anglers 


Hellgate  Hunters  and  Anglers  is  dedicated  to  comervitig  Montana 's  wiidlife, 
wiid  nffif:px.  aitd  fair-r.hnse  himtii'i9  ond  f^nhinp  hp.riia^f.. 


Letter  76,  Hellgate  Hunters  and  Anglers,  Pelah  Hoyt,  President 
76-1. — See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 
76-2.— See  Responses  #17-2  and  49-2. 
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From:  iihiirak  [mailterniherakl^blackfoot.iiell 

Sent:  Friday,  October  06,  2006  1:13  PM 

To:  nidle  iscominentsii  itiepipe^f^:mt.  gov 

Cc:  Kathleen  Adams;  Irenzfajski llings.com'  Julie  Kightlinger,  skilcrease@iiiLgov 

Subject:  "Comiiieiits  on  Highway  93  Ninepipe  DSEIS," 

To  whom  it  may  concern: 

This  message  is  to  urge  you  to  su|>|>ort  the  following  reeotnmendations  for  Hig|nva>  93  in  the 
Kinepipe  area: 

Make  the  highway  4  lane  all  the  \\Ay\  Ko  suicide  passing  lane  Just  4  lanes. 

iTianks 

Nick  Herak 
St  Ignatius 
Mt  59865 


Letter  77,  Nick  Herak 

77-1.— See  Responses  #1-1, 11-1,  and  13-8. 
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DECEIVED 


^■^...^r.    US  93  NINEPiPE  /  ROMAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

■•:'l  THWlkranOlt  PAATICIPATlPtG  IW  THE  PUIUC  \mimm  PKMESy  Ycjur  Jim^lvciheju  ii  uEjifrat  valiu?  lo  die  i^rrji^-a 
'..V  [cam.  Jfj-ou  v.'O'LjIti  like  ro  subjuii  wriiicn  c^(iiiii{:r]is,  pifase  us«  this  form  and  place  ir  in  ihc  conimciu 

^-o.  boi  provided.  If  Jr'Oli  iiccd  rnorc  rime,  ^"oli  arc  wckamc  to  mail  ir  in.  Wc  ivanr  to  h-earfnum  yuti! 


S  k  abn 


MfSif  i 


ji  ihE  HDT  wtbiiic  }inp:/Aww.ridLmt^Qv^pubirv(rfff/!u_(i,skml 
ait  for  prc^t  01  B741, 


^jj H     -     '-•^-       '  .  _^ t   . .  -  . 


.  3r.^^  i^:!;*^ 


KixiL^tkii^.  A2  ^.p7h^.iL^r2.hM — o — Lo-^-M — fk^i 


^;-"t: 


/J -^4^ 


-i^ ...'  S^  t/  ^      r /^>  ^  ^^. .  ^r)   ^pd  {^e.  / 


iri: 


.±h^JLiA^.J/Ma^ 


--r:*!ra!T^^?T?;^!SB^335^ 


mW^&^JiU^ 


. — ^^„^ ^ — _ .^^.   , 

-r^   ,  ,      ,         /  /        .,,    A-  Cowirflv  or  K^rer^  itjff  at  the  AWflinp.  or  mail  tor 

Name:    J>UMMfi^.!±.QnI^ ,     ,'      „ 

—f^ ^^ --   —J ,^,,^-^^^...  '  fnvirOnrMrtjl  iirvrtii  6iJ«au  '  \' '" 

A  0  0^f  AL, /il  r     ^^^A^  X  ^Oniana  Dtparlnierl  oF  Tranifflrtaiioi      .  .    ■■  ' 


Email: 


Plttit  SUfiKH  COHHtNTS  BT  OK  BEfMf  OaOBEB  6,  Mh 

;%  _ 


Of£H  HOUSES 

4;O0  -  B:O0  pm 
In^il  fiiniii  CenCw 

TtJEsJi]r 

Sipltmtifr  19.  lOOi 
4.N1  ■  7:(»0  f<n 
f»un  lommunilf 
(tnltf 
tiKun,  HT 

flllUC  HEARING 

Tus[Li]r 

^J)D  -  9:00  FA 
Rpun  (onrntnlFjT 
Ctnlff 


I 


L. 


Letter  78,  Donna  Hook 
78-1.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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I 


79-1 


■^'XIJLlJULiyjjJljiLClMf  '^ 

us  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

THANK  TOO  m  PARTICIPAnNG  IN  THE  FUSUC INVOLVHENT  fUmiM  Your  involvtmeiu  aofpcn  value  to  ihc  project 
team.  Ifyoxt  would  like  ro  siibmst  wriitcn  commcnrs,  plcaJJC  ;i5cthis  form  and  place  it  in  fhc  eommcni 

box  provided.  If  wu  need  more  [1111*^  you  aty?  wel-cotne  [o  nxail  k  In.  We  want  to  hear  fnoni  you! 

The  Dtalt  SEIS  k  alu  xvailiUf  ter  viewing  or  Mibmitiiii^  (atnments  ai  ttie  HQ'T  wttsiifi  \taf.ffinnt.miiM.ffnffa\iij\viJhtft\ijti.i\\iwl 
Ptevt  iidioti  mitmiii  are  itr  profect  CN  AT44. 


^AJ^^  g^  ..t^hJ^  j^'^^'^^-^-^-^  ^<^^^.  dJ,yi  ^^^ 


^ 


f2l/^-f*t<.S-O^LJ  / 


^^-.£cA  A-i^-<%JJ ^<^M.i^  ^Jt^  ^f^^^F-^ 


-^if^ 


,        . f  .    V 


''^)/^f 


^fN  HiJMS, 


^*  _         /  j^       ^        '■  .    .  u^  /^     i?      ,  tJOBnollv  or  Hmera  ttsK  il  iIh  uiMling,  ar  mail  to:  j.„,^ 

Name:  72^0:/^  L^Y-^J^^.J^^jY^r^^^J  ■■;_  ,  „^  „  ^l'^ 

AddfKs:t^       ^ 


Jem  JL  llJlE]r.  PE 
Erwirflflmtnul  SmvIch  Birrtau 


■Tft^  ■ 
JljrifmbH  If.  \m 


Ronin,  TIT 


Email: 


FLEASE  W&HIT  CQKNENTS  fif  OP  eiFOIt£  OCfOfiEl  i  IMK  I^Oi)  4^4-71 13 


PDBUC  HEADING 

TuEsdi^ 

Momana  Department  nt  TranspDilatiDn  ^pttrrb^r  1$,  \W, 

PD  Gei  2di|H)l  7;(H  .  9:Kipin 

Hdfna,  HT  59*10^1001 

Ctfltisr 


Letter  79,  Frank  and  Bonnie  Huber 

79-1.— See  Response  #11-1. 


It    o:\proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native  files\00-0 1432-002  apxj  comment  letters  3.doc 


J-94 


US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Finai  SEIS 


Appendix  J — Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  tine  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


60-1 


Hunt's  Timbers,  Inc. 

ST.  IC.KATIL'S,  MT  59S65 
PHONE:  406-745-4.175        FAX;  406-745-4044 
hLin(tsliinbei:5(pbl3ckfoDt.nct 


October  6.  2006 

Jean  A.  Riley,  PE  -  Bureau  Chief 
Environmental  Services  Bureau 
Montana  Department  of  Transportation 
P,0.  Box  201001 

Helena,  MT  59620-1001 
(406)  444-722S 

Re:  US  93  Ninepipe  /  Ronan  Improvenient  Projed: 

To  Whom  tt  May  Concern: 

With  rospeot  to  the  impact  upon  our  business  we  would  like  to  propose  that  you  reconsider 
constructing  the  "New  Road '  on  the  East  Right  of  Way  (ROW),  and  instead  consider  utilizing  the 
bare  ground  to  the  Wfest  of  our  business. 

For  all  practical  purposes,  the  West  side  of  the  highways  offers  plenty  of  unused  land  for 
expansion  that  has  not  been  utilized,  for  an/  purpose  other  than  growing  weeds,  for  the  last 
tv/enty  to  twenty-five  years.  Factoring  the  tax  dollars  it  would  cost  to  relocate  our  business, 
transforming  bare  land  rather  than  commercial  ground  is  much  more  cost  effective  for  all  involved. 

Our  primary  concerns  include: 

*  Lo^s  of  storage  to  house  and  process  products  purchased  from  Tribal  Post  and 
Pole  haulers;  resulting  in  lost  revenues  for  the  local  econormy 

*  Loss  of  yard  space  needed  to  operate  loaders  for  organizing  product 

*  Loss  of  staging  areas  for  readied  orders  pending  pick-up 

«  Loss  of  area  needed  for  peeling  logs  or  cutting  excessively  long  timbers 

*  Not  enough  room  for  log  trucks  or  delivery  semi  trailers  in/out  of  our  facility 

*  Loss  of  office  and  parking  space  for  staff  of  25  as  well  as  custortwrs 

*  Loss  of  lumber  storage  and  customer  order/viewing  yard 

*  Lackofloading/unloadingareasforvendorsandcustomers 

*  Cost  of  relocating  our  current  business  office  and  various  storage  sheds 

*  Down  tin^e  to  acconnnnodate  such  changes 

We  currently  have  114'  from  the  existing  ROW.  to  point  of  operation  at  the  nnill;  with  30'  of  this 
space  already  taken  out  for  office  and  parking  lot  this  (eaves  only  BA'  of  working  space.  We  must 
n^intain  a  minimum  of  75'  to  80'  of  working  space  for  log  peeling,  manufacturing  long  timbers, 
and  get  our  log  or  lumber  trucks  in  and  out  of  our  facility. 

Respectfully, 

Hunt's  Timbers,  Inc. 
Ernest  E.  Hunt  -  President 
Roberts.  Hunt -Vice  President 
Russell  E,  Hunt- Vice  President 


Letter  80,  Hunt's  Timber,  Inc.,  Earnest  E.  Hunt,  President;  Robert  S.  Hunt, 
Vice  President;  Russell  E.  Hunt,  vice  President 

80-1. — See  Response  #11-1.  The  proposed  roadway  alignment  has  been  shifted  to 
the  west  in  front  of  your  business.  For  the  Preferred  Alternative,  it  may  still  be 
necessary  to  acquire  a  very  small  sliver  of  right-of-way  from  your  parcel.  This 
determination  will  be  re-evaluated  during  the  final  design  process,  prior  to  any  right- 
of-way  negotiations.  See  the  map  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  in  Appendix  E  for  a 
pictorial  representation  of  the  proposed  right-of-way  needed. 


It    o:\proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native  files\00-0 1432-002  apxj  comment  letters  3.doc 


US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Final  SEIS 


J-95 


Appendix  J — Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  the  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


MASTER  FiLE 
COPY 


■  ■■ "    N 


v_...- 


7     ' 
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U; 


T"  S" 


US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

' -^  THJUfH  W)W  TDf  PAHJICIIWNG  IH  M  m\K  mmH]  PROCESS!  Your  mvolvcmcnt  i^  of  groii  %'aliic  to  the  projetL 
'^■''  ican.  If  >^i.  would  like  CO  subnik  uT;«=n  comm^^is,  plc^f  use  .his  (bm.  ar>d  j>!fl«  iun  the  wrurrn^m 
'^      bM  provided.  If  y^Li  need  more  r^mr.  you  ;ir=  welcome  loniail  it  i-^.^c  w^iu  lo  bc.r  from  you. 

#1  1^  &rafi  ifft  B  alio  *«iWk  iv  vKwirg  <*  »-bmittiiig  «,.,i,rnU  ii  fli.  JIDl  ^hsitt:  frti|,^/*w^i.mt^/p.bi™l«/.._«.J.iml-- 


.^;  -^ 


81-1 


J-    Ur^tjJL<J.      Ll'Aj. 4^_J^S^-^ 


_  4^  Aj^^L^^^^a^jJ^a^JLj^a 


Ematk     ^-^...'  '    '    ' —       '■ — — 

L ./*. 


PItaw  lew  >*our  cwnnwn  wi[t»  *i^t»w  NIH,  SliJifijs 
(flnnollr  or  Herwrj  itaEf  Jl  ilit  m(!!in|,  (>t  mail  tc; 

Jhh /IJikj,  Pt 

BiFtaii  QitH 

ErwiranrnPRfal  Setohj  B*ii*iii 

Hcntjna  Dtpinmini;  of  TFjnipiiTiJt«n 

POtflrlOlCOl  ... 

IMBtu.  MT  S9fi30-1M1  .     ■ 


PUBLIC  Hf  ARIN' 

Ronin  CDrnmunity 
Ccmitr 


™^  J  CDHHIOLLV 


Letter  81,  Shae  Hutchinson 
81-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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FrDm:  Rich  Jansifvcn  fmailto' richj@cskt.org] 
Sent:  Wednesday,  October  04,  2006  10:52  AM 
To:  indle  isconunentsjiinepipo^mt.  gov 
Cc:  lrctiu!@slcillitigs.coiii;  Kathleen  Adani^ 
Subject:  Comment  on  US93  Ninepipe/Ronan  E[S 

82-1    I    Come  on  people,  you  put  n  bike  path  in  Poison:  this  community  needs  it  more  than  t]i<^^  do  as 
I   this  stretch  of  highivay  if;  more  dangerous  Kor  bikers  and  pedestrians.  I  am  in  favor  of  putting  in 
I    a  bike  path. 


Rich  W.  Jans¥^>£n 

45466  Korlh  Foothills  Road 

Ronan,  MT  59864 

4066763949 


***^rhis  email  trfuiisnibiS.iQn  and  ariy  aiCComiKinying  docutnenls  contain,  iriformfltiw  whidi  may  be  connd^tin]  and 
l^ally  pnvil^seU.  This  infomation  is  tntonied  only  for  the  use  of  the  individual  or  entity  to  which  this  email 
trangmission  was  sent  as  indtcaltd  above.  If  you  are  noi  the  intended  recipient,  any  diselDsure,  etjpying,  distril^ulioru 
or  action  taken  in  reliance  of  the  tnfomiation  contained  in  this  crnail  transmission  is  striclly  prchibiccd.  If  you  have 
received  this  transmissiDn  in  error,  please  call  the  above  telephone  number  to  anange  for  the  return  of  this  document 
lous.  Thank  you.*** 


Letter  82,  Rich  W.  Janssen 
82-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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83-1 


83-2 


From:  Ron  Jenkins.  [mailto:rcnjarti:S;charlo.ni];t] 
Sent:  Tliufsday,  October  05,  2006  5 '44  PM 
To:  indle  iscomjiientsjiiiiepipe(^mt.  gov 
Cc:  lrctii;!@slcillitigs.coin;  Kathleen  AdaniE 
Subject:  Commetit  on  US93  Ninepipe/Ronan  E[S 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment: 

T  am  a  rc!;idciit  hving  in  the  EIS  section  of  Highway  93,  at  the  top  of  Post  Creek  Hill  From 
what  [  can  Icam,  most  of  you  are  not  giving  this  particular  section  a  strong  enough  hearing  for 
the  important  wildlife  coiridor  that  it  is.  Most  birds  and  animals  that  live  in  this  area  use  this 
section  through  my  place  in  some  way  as  a  travel  corridor,  and  they  have  to  cross  the  highway. 
For  this  reason,  as  well  as  highway  safety  reasons,  I  oppose  a  passing  lane  through  this  area, 
especially  a  ii^outhbound  passing  lane,.,  that  would  border  on  abfiurdity  if  you  expect  to  hold 
down  vehicle  speed  and  protect  creatures  that  move  through  here. 

I  also  don't  think  an  elevated  highway  tinough  the  refuge  area  is  a  ver>  good  idea  no  matter 
ill  what  context  you  try  to  place  it.  Being  elevated  is  extremely  e.^nisive  and  go^s  against  thii 
very-  nature  of  this  "People's  Way"  you  are  trying  to  preser\'e.  Wouldn't  leaving  the  highway 
alone,  as  it  is,  with  improved  paving  and  slow  speed  limits  be  a  better  way?  Irafllc  is  busy  at 
limt.s  hut  tht^re  are  eniHigb  passing  lancft  hiire  and  there  to  facilitate  movement. 

An  debated  section  of  highway  opens  a  lot  of  c|uestions  regarding  safely  of  people  and 
wildlife  besides  being  oni;  of  tho^ij  out  of  plaec  "ibings"  that  has  no  merit  from  what  I  can  see. 
Please  don't  try  to  do  unusual  things  with  new  construction  just  because  you  can.  '[Iiis  section  of 
Higliway  93  is  a  ver\  important  piece  of  Montana  that  deserves  extra  care  and  consideration,  and 
movi})g  tratlic  quickly  timmgli  here  shouldn't  be  pan  of  it. 

Respectfully, 
Ron  Jenkins 
70411  Hwy.  93 
Charlo.  MT.  559824 
ronjart@charlo .  net 


Letter  83,  Ron  Jenkins 

83-1.— See  Response  #11-1. 

83-2. — See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 
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64-1 

64-2 
S4-3 

S4-4 
84-5    I 

84-6 


RECEIVED 

OCT  {[  %  ?006  34575  GuMockRoad 

Charlo.Moniana  59824 

e-tnail:  cIirjOS3@blackfctfjLnet 


September  29,  3006 
J&anARiley,  PB 

Bureau  Chief  -    '.   -l,  ..     \ 

Bnvironmenta]  Semces Bureau          "                  ..  '■■'■'■■  ■   '        "-'^  '' 

Momana  Deparutient  of  Tran^portaticiii'  •    . 

FOBox20100}                                    '■■\'.  ...  'I,    .■  '.    V.-.^;-',^,      '.^    ,.... 

Helena,  Mt.  59620-lObX       '    '''    r''   ,        .'"'     '  J/''""",    ■"■'^:       ■' 

Re:  CanimentsonUS9Jiilme|>rp^onaiiifli|^  ,.     ■  ", 

Pruject  CN  B744  '              .■  ■.,:■\'^-■f■ 


l  attended  the  reocnl  meet  my  at  the  com  in  unity  center  in  Ronan  reiiarding  the  proposed 
alternative  routes  to  be  uEsed  on  the  highway  between  Dubim  Gulch  Road  and  Ronan   It 
was  stated  that  the  preferred  alternative  by  the  J  agencies  involved  was  alternative  Rural 
1 0  (PPA).  If  you  do  use  ihat  alternative,  I  propose  (hat  you  consider  a  bike  lane,  turn 
lanes  so  access  to  Gun  lock  Rd  and  Eagle  Pass  Trail  can  be  made  in  a  safe  manner,  and 
some  sort  of  noise  reduction  as  J  feel  the  additional  speed  will  create  more  noise  which 
will  affecl  the  wildlife  as  well  as  people  who  live  anywhere  near  the  highway.  I  think 
that  if  the  road^^-yy  is  raised  at  all,  the  noise  will  Decrease,  plus  the  view  of  the  ponds  and 
birds  from  the  road  will  be  diniinished,  plus  it  will  ruin  the  view  to  the  we&!  for  Ninepipes 
Lodge  and  il*s  guests.  What  will  happen  [o  the  access  there?  Will  it  ruin  iheir  business? 
J  f  so,  1  think  you  should  consider  buy  ing  t  hem  out. 


Please^don^t  let  safer,  faster  traffic  movement  be  your  onl\  coircfehi  'M^-is  importanf , 
with  the  increased  amount  of  traftte  heading  north  to  south,  perhaps  a  truck  route  on  Old 
Stage  Road  could  be  cottsidered.  The  new  road  up  by  Poison  turned  out  beautifully,  I 
hope  a  plan  will  be  adopted  that  will  let  us  all  feel  the  same  about  the  route  south  (rom 

ihere  to  Arlee! 


iiVM'^"-")  ■'f'^.V-  i^j.f^ 


1  hank  you  for  your  coiisidfiration. 


Cathleen  D.  B.  Ji 


Letter  84,  Cathleen  D.  B.  Jensen 

84-1.— See  Response  #3-1. 

84-2. — See  Response  #6-2. 

84-3. — Noise  impacts  are  discussed  in  Section  5.8  of  the  FSEIS.  Noise  level 
measurements  revealed  noise  levels  in  2000  exceed  noise  impact  criteria  at  3  of  38 
noise  sensitive  receptors  in  the  rural  portion  of  the  project.  Noise  projections  reveal 
noise  impact  criteria  will  be  exceeded  at  9  of  these  noise  sensitive  receptors  in  2024, 
whether  the  highway  is  improved  or  not.  Raising  the  highway  is  not  believed  to 
cause  any  increases  in  noise  outside  of  the  right-of-way  on  this  project.  At  locations 
where  noise  analysis  indicates  there  will  be  a  noise  impact,  MDT  requires 
reasonable  and  feasible  noise  abatement  measures  be  considered  to  reduce  traffic 
noise  levels.  Noise  abatement  measures  include  considering  alternative  pavement 
materials  to  reduce  tire  noise,  construction  of  noise  barriers  or  berms,  and  traffic 
management  measures  such  as  reducing  speed  limits.  Of  these  abatement  measures, 
only  the  use  of  alternative  pavement  materials  is  considered  reasonable  for  the  rural 
portion  of  this  project  and  will  be  considered  in  the  final  designs. 

84-4. — All  action  alternatives,  excluding  Alternative  Rural  7,  will  generally  follow 
the  current  vertical  alignment  except  in  the  wildlife  crossing  locations  where 
structures  may  need  to  be  elevated  to  allow  clearance  for  animals  to  pass  under  the 
roadway.  Under  Alternative  Rural  7  the  road  grade  would  be  raised  to  allow  3- 
meter  clearance  at  all  locations.  Raising  the  roadbed  under  Alternative  Rural  7 
would  likely  improve  the  view  of  the  ponds  from  the  road  as  the  higher  elevation 
would  give  drivers  a  better  vantage  point.  The  view  west  from  the  Ninepipes  Lodge 
may  be  impacted  under  Alternative  Rural  7  depending  on  the  height  above  the 
current  roadbed  that  would  be  required  at  this  location.  Under  all  other  action 
alternatives,  including  the  final  Preferred  Alternative,  the  view  west  from  the 
Ninepipes  Lodge  would  not  be  adversely  impacted 

84-5. — Access  to  Ninepipes  Lodge  could  be  slightly  reduced  under  Alternative  9 
with  4  lanes  divided.  The  other  alternatives  should  not  affect  their  access. 

84-6.— See  Responses  11-1  and  52-4. 
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85-1 
85-2 

85-3 
65-4 
65-5 


./vJ 
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TttWIXIWV  FOU  PAfLTKtPAltNC  l«  M  Plf&lIC  INW3WHEHT  ?mm  Your  lnvotvcnirfLL  h  ofgicAi  value  latKc  (jrojdci 
ic;\m.  Uyoii  would  Itb  to  submit  wricccn  com m cuts ,  plcui  use  ihls  form  3 net  place  it  in  tlie  Mmment 
boi  provided.  Uyxiv  need  niore  fins*,  >'ou  arc  Htlcomero  mail  It  in.  Wc  wani  to  hear  from  you! 

Tbi  DfJi  iEB  it  J\i  JMsilsbfc  far  viiwirg  «  stilwiiMi^g  «initi«ii5  ai  thi  KDI  ntbilif.  IHipJ/MW:nidi.nu^ov/[Hb^n^^oh6/«i5_e».iHiffll 


^^^^^'— i 


OPF«  HOiiSti 


JtM  fiuwi  CmiIm 


e  IfWf  T 


CoMiDlly  or  Hf  rni3  M>\i  i[  [h4  mttan^  at  tiuil  Ed: 


Name    ^^^\S^  ^  i!^li^\^A  -^ 

kiimv.  _XH-^' \S  ■^^s^^V■^^^    ^^.ti..^     Bureau  Chief 

Email:    .^t^^^:^^^\k^\A.^i^^^J^^^ 

PIEAM  iUBWJT  COWMtNTi  BT  Oil  iimi  oaoftEl^  6.  ^554  H<!*J  <*^?12B 


.'i^tafe^ 


tunin  [dnvnuniljr 
P^ILIC  HLAMIJG 

Mrt  -  fM  pni 


Letter  85,  Nels  H.  Jensen 
85-1.— See  Response  #11-1. 
85-2. — See  Response  #6-2. 
85-3. — See  Response  #3-1. 
85-4.— See  Response  #84-3. 
85-5. — Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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S6-1 


■-  J 


^:4 


5-^--V:0"''V'Tl?T^'^  n  ^  ^Mh  r-^  RECEIVED 
us  93  NINEPIPE  /  HONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROfEO  ^  w 


imim^  m  mm?h\m  ^  m  mai  lKVOLVHt«T  PRWESS!  Your  inv^^Evcmc-.t  ii  of  grc^i  v^luc  to  (hjjf^jg 

bc^  provided.  If  y^u  E^  mar.  t.i«c,  y^a  .rc  ^k^m.  ro  i«:yl  i;  l...  W.  wz^r  ro  he.r  from  yo.! 

at  [bt  MDT  i«&jii£  hiif y/i™wjinat.fiH.|(N/iiubiBf»Qlrt/eJi_ej. 


fK^ISONMEIiTM 


On 


onn^-t:^ 


j^=^i 


j^l    V  Ai1wn.»VStVrsA^€.S 


/JM/^  &fI/!tJ^  MM/CA   J^LD^e--.  ^M.t^ vMfmJi, 

r-£- ^'^ ' ■ ■ '-^ ' '.".  "       "  "  S*|pl.pnlief  If/ 


?,■              . ,           .  ■    ^  J  ,A)ri,c  Mum  k^t  vcwr  toniEnefiQ  wi(h  ertkr  MQT,  lVillirt|i        ^ 

'^         'N  .     ■  ■.: If  1  '-nUix^     ConiifllE;  or  Heiitra  italT  at  itie  mwtir^.  ar  nuil  ttr 


Email:    — 


m 


po  Be.  joiein  ;_,' 


Ctnlitr 
Kpni^  HE 

PUBUC  KEAI 

7:(H]  -  n\t  p\ 
Roun  Cmmui 
Cinltr 
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Letter  86,  Pete  Jenson 
86-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 


It    o:\proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native  files\00-0 1432-002  apxj  comment  letters  3.doc 


US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Finai  SEIS 


J-101 


Appendix  J — Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  tine  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


S7-1 


FrDm:  Ann  Johnson  fmai1to:auggit^(^mnaI1  not] 
Sent:  Friday,  October  06,  2006  9:04  AM 
To:  nidle  lscomjnentsjiiiiepipe(ff:mt.  gov 
Cc:  lrctii;!i:«:skilliiigs.coiii;  KathlciMi  Adani^ 
Subject:  Comment  on  US93  Ninepipe/Ronan  E[S 


1  ani  writing  a  comment  in  a  plea  to  consider  continuation  ot  the  proposed  bike  walk  path,  south 
beyond  Ronan  hw^.  93.  This  area  ts  used  by  walkers,  runners,  bikers,  h  has  become  too 
congested  and  dangerous  to  attempt  to  use  the  shoulder.  Tliere  is  always  someone  out  there  using 
the  barrow  pit  as  a  path.  Please  give  consideration  to  this  project. 

lliank  you,  Ann  L  Johnson 
2014  Mink  Lane 
Ronan  Montana,  59S64 


Letter  87,  Ann  L.  Johnson 
87-1.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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aB-1 


FrDm:  Dcbhie  Jclti^Jion  [mailto:ml4m&@hotmail-0oml 

Sent:  Friday,  October  06,  2006  4:23  PM 

To:  nidle  iscominentsii  itiepipe^«^:mt.  gov 

Cc:  Kathleen  Adains;  Irenzfa^skillingscom; pbastiiig@mt.gov 

Subject:  DRAFT  SEIS  -  Ninepipe  Segment  H^^-y  93 

Tliank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  SEIS  for  tlie  Ninepipe  segment  of  tlie 
Highway  93  project. 

1  base  two  sigiiificnnt  concerns  regarding  wetlands  and  aUgnmetit  and  \iill  re-herate  comments 
madtf  at  the  open  meetings. 

1  own  property  at  3S358  US  Highway  93  N,  on  the  east  side  of  the  higliway.  and  the  only 
residence  between  Esisl  Post  Creek  Rd  and  McDonald  Lake  Ro^  on  th^  dde  of  93. 

Al  present,  the  Draft  SEIS  has  positioned  a  North  Bound  Climbing  Lane  (NBCL)  through  my 
part>el,  which  is  13,46  acres  and  veiy  rich  with  wetlands  and  water  1  have  reason  to  believe  the 
wetland  that  would  be  within  the  proposed  right-of-way,  is  a  ten  t>pe.  From  research  on  wetland 
types,  my  underrjlanding  is  this  type  is  exceptionally  difneult  to  re-create,  if  not  impossible,  I've 
attached  photos  of  Ihe  spring  that  feiida  a  pond  and  ih  joini^d  by  another  stream  from  the  north, 
then  flows  east  and  is  joined  by  another  stream  from  the  north  juid  then  flows  south  to  the  south 
end  of  the  property  and  on  to  meet  ihc  main  Post  Creek.  A  few  trout  species  pass  ihrougJi  this 
stream,  but  I  don'1  recall  exaecly  ^^hich  ones.  We  know  this  because  the  culvert  caved,  and  the 
stream  ponded  before  we  had  tlic  new  euhert  replaced-  111  ere  were  a  lot  offish  and  they  were  as 
long  as  12  inehe^  in  length.  I  believe  from  the  Dral\  SI^IS,  tliiil  tliis  Ihiitt  tributary'  is  Unnamed 
Trib2ofPostCr^eL 

The  front  pafiture,  whieh  aligns  with  the  highway,  &lopc&  downward  on  cither  side  of  the  stream. 
T>'picallyj  both  sides  of  tlie  pasture  experience  saturation  almost  all  year  long.  Tliis  is  evidenced 
by  green  grasseti,  and  if  you  W'alk  on  it,  the  ground  is  deflnitely  Siaturated.  I  jusil  took  photos 
about  three  wrecks  ago.  the  neighbor  was  not  sprinkler  irrigating  his  hay.  and  the  green  areas 
were  obvious. 

.All  artesian  spring  well  provides  water  for  the  residence. 

Behind  the  house^  is  a  pond  fed  by  an  artesian  spring  which  flows  from  the  north.  This  spring  as 
well  as  all  others  1  mention,  are  year  round,  that  is,  the>"  are  not  seasonal.  Tliis  one  behind  the 
house  flows  south  to  join  the  other  stream  from  the  front  yard,  but  most  of  that  section  of  tlie 
stream  is  primarily  cattails.  Betw^een  this  stream-fed  pond  and  the  very  back  wetlands  is  an  area 
that  would  be  better  suited  to  the  NBCL,  as  the  alignment  eould  bisect  both  sections  (front  and 
back)  of  wetlands.  This  area  is  wide  and  nearly  always  dry^ 

From  the  midsection  of  the  property  moving  easi  there  is  a  marsh  area  with  cattails  ;uid  trees, 
mosses  are  along  the  streambank  that  too.  is  ted  by  another  spring.  Two  or  three  other  similar 


Letter  88,  Debbie  Johnson 

88-1. — All  wetlands  potentially  impacted  by  the  project  within  the  project  corridor 
have  been  delineated.  Wetland  and  construction  and  right-of-way  boundaries  appear 
in  the  maps  in  Appendix  E  of  the  DSEIS.  A  list  of  characteristics  of  the  wetlands  in 
the  project  corridor  appears  in  Table  4.10-2.  The  two  wetlands  delineated  on  your 
property  (H18A  and  H18B)  were  not  classified  as  fens.  In  the  vicinity  of  your 
property  the  centerline  of  all  action  alternatives  would  be  west  of  the  existing 
highway  centerline.  Under  the  final  Preferred  Alternative  no  wetlands  would  be 
disturbed  on  your  property  and  construction  limits  would  extend  only  a  short 
distance  beyond  the  existing  right-of-way.  Alternative  Rural  9  is  the  only  action 
alternative  that  has  wetlands  delineated  on  your  property  located  within  the  proposed 
right-of-way.  However,  none  of  the  proposed  action  alternatives  would  include 
wetlands  on  your  property  within  the  construction  limits  of  the  project. 
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8S-1 
Con't 


ee-2 


arttiSiiati  fvpringfcd  poiids  aiicJ  filh^aiin!^  arc  in  this  area  of  the  back  pafilure  alf^o.  Mallards  nci^l  in 
all  of  theiiL 

Tlic  ualk:r  gcnoralod  from  those  springs  and  rochargc  is  suilficienl  for  the  neighhor  lo  use  for 
sprinkler  irrigation  tbr  his  hay  crop.  Fact  is,  pip^;  is  still  there  and  my  best  recollection  is  the 
diameter  is  four  inches. 

1  suggest  a  wetland  delineation  is  needed  for  the  parcel  prior  to  final  alignment  decisions,  and 
cotainly  any  that  may  include  a  KBCL. 

Page  39  of  the  Draft  SEIS,  and  the  NBCL  allude  to  ^vhat  I  believe  is  an  intent  to  purchase  my 
parcel  tor  mitigation.  1  have  stated  this  to  Mr.  Renz  numerous  times,  that  "if  you  are  going  to  get 
any  closer  to  the  house,  then  please  buy  me  out." 

I  strongly  suggest  the  parcel  is  ideal  for  wetland  mitigation  creation.  I  ha\e  two  water  rights 
(provisional)  and  application  in  for  a  newly  discovered  third,  lliere  definitely  is  enough  water 
there,  both  of  surface  -  fed  by  underground  springs,  and  Rub-Kurfat^e, 

My  finjl  coiitern  h  the  front  wetland  area  that  would  be  within  a  new  R-o-W.  the  alignment  of 
the  NRCl^  in  rciaiion^hip  lo  the  poi^siblc  fen  in  the  front  and  the  wetland  streams  and  ponds  in 
the  back.  And  again,  the  water  supply  is  sufllcient  for  wetand  creation,  and  with  three  rights, 
there  would  be  no  is^uijs  regarding  right-to-tis^e, 

1  thank  you  for  your  lime  and  hope  to  hear  from  you  soon. 

Sincerely, 

Debbie  Johnson 
406.883.6241x274  day 
4(>6.883.a798     home 


Letter  88,  Debbie  Johnson  (continued) 

88-2. — No  right-of-way  may  be  purchased  before  the  final  SEIS  has  been  signed  and 
a  Record  of  Decision  executed  to  select  the  final  Preferred  Alternative.  During  the 
next  phase  of  the  project,  once  the  design  has  been  finalized,  right-of-way 
acquisition  will  be  initiated.  Your  interest  in  sale  of  the  land  has  been  noted. 

It  is  unclear  exactly  where  in  the  text  you  refer  to  regarding  "an  intent  to  purchase" 
your  parcel  for  mitigation;  however,  a  final  wetland  mitigation  plan  has  not  yet  been 
prepared  for  this  project.  Once  potential  mitigation  sites  have  been  identified  the 
process  to  acquire  the  land  for  these  sites  will  begin. 
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Riley,  Jean 


From; 
Sent; 
To: 
Subject; 


marda  kitson  lki(5on)ories@blachfoot  net} 
Salurday,  September  23,  2006  3:03  PM 
MDT  ElS  Comments  Nsnepipe 
Comment  on  US93  Ninepipe/Ronan  ElS 


As  a  new  reeidejit  to  the  St,    Ignatius  area,    transplanted  from  CA,    I'm  bewildered  and 

astonished  that  with  all  the  £oeua  on  envii:onm&;fltal    impact  ,■  road  design,  etpr    I've  heard 

little  mention  of  the  significance  of  concrete  barriers  separating  oncoTning  traffic 

throughout   this  HWY    93   corridor.   Are  we  concerned  about  caving  human   lite?   if  £0.    3  hope 

the  m>T,et   si  would  respond/eitplain  why  these  barriers,   which  are  used  widely  on  numeroue 

thoroughfaree  throughout  the  U.S..    are  or  ate  not  being  used  on  this   &6iiii   stretch  of  Hwy, 

The  co5t  of  human  life  far  exceeds   the  cost  of  these  simple  yet  effective  devicoB.   Deaths 

are  caused  hy  head-on  collisione.   These  narrow,   barriers  take  up  little  space  on  a 

roadway - 

Thank  you  for  your  response,      ■ '_  '■   '   ■--  '  '        .  -     , 

Sincer-elyj  ' 

Gleiui  Joneg  ,      '    '  "  ''■'.-, 

4  3  0^"?   St.    Marys   Lake.  Rd  .  -,        . 

St.    Ignatius,    MT   5»e65 


=T-n.ji}il'<i^-Jt'^:<x     ^IV." 


'  )i***iiVSIt-ij-7^^  T--W-   'H4(  ■ 


Letter  89,  Glenn  Jones 

89-1. — Concrete  barriers  are  seldom  used  on  2-lane  roads  to  prevent  head-on 
accidents.  Concrete  barriers  would  also  prohibit  left  turns  at  approach  accesses  and 
would  prohibit  passing  opportunities.  We  believe  this  project,  which  is  primarily 
made  up  of  a  2-lane  road  and  divided  4-lane,  would  provide  little  opportunity  for  use 
of  concrete  barriers  to  separate  oncoming  traffic. 


It    o:\proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native  files\00-0 1432-002  apxj  comment  letters  3.doc 


US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Final  SEIS 


J-105 


Appendix  J — Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  the  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


/O  -  ^'Oi> 


90-1 


90-2 


90-3 


RECEIVED 

Sf^VlRONMENTAL 

■       COPY 


k4'  (M^-^e^  — 

^''      .^-  ^  -^--^  ^^^  '^^ 


Letter  90,  Chris  Kappes 
90-1.— See  Response  #11-1. 
90-2.— See  Responses  #17-2  and  49-2. 
90-3. — See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 
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91-1 


91-2 


RECEIVED 


Mr,  Jeaa  Riley.  P£. 

Montana  Depaftment  of  Transportation 

P,0.  Box  201001 

Helena,  Montana  59620-1001 


September  29, 2006 


^^' 


Dear  Mr.  Riley, 

pr    /^  ■^\. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  forptiWit  coWnteM  6n  the  construction 
alternatives  of  the  Highway  93  from  -MP  37-48. 1  would  like  to  have  the 
Professional  Engineers  who  have  spent  many  years  studying  public  highway 
transportation  to  control  the  decision  making  process,  rather  than  construct 
another  segment  of  killer  highway,  where  there  are  confusion  between  two  lane 
and  four  lane  segment  with  many  fatalities.  To  clarify,  please  refer  to  the  public 
experience  and  appropriate  accident  statistics  of  building  such  roadw^ays  with 
mixtures  of  2  lane,  three  lane  roadway 5?  that  converge  into  4  lane  roads. 

As  a  second  opinion,  it  seems  that  'Highway'  funds  are  intended  to  build 
highways  rather  than  town  controlled  streets,  with  a  multitude  of  stop  signs, 
crosswalks,  traffic  signals,  walkways,  bike  paths  and  endless  studies  that  waste 
such  fijnds.  If  it  i,s  possible,  1  would  like  to  have  through  trafFic  routed  away  from 
the  local  business  traffic  to  avoid  congestion,  excess  noise,  pollution  and  to  allow 
less  interference  between  the  traffic  streams.  \        ~ 


Thank  yon  once  more  of  allowing  the  voice  of  the  minority,  who  does  not  have  a 
full  time  lobbyist  trying  to  get  ftmding  for  improving  the  traffic  flow  in  front  of 
my  business  establishment,  reducing  niaintenance  cost  for  town  streets,  getting  an 
equestrian  trail  or  walkway,  a  turtle  or  grizzly  bear  underpass  and  the  myriad  of 
special  interest  dead  end  rat  holes  for  gas  tax  revenue. 


Yours  truly^ 


Zane  Kelly 


Letter  91,  Zane  Kelly 

91-1. — Transition  areas  do  have  higher  incidences  of  accidents.  Generally,  though, 
the  additional  lanes  contribute  to  safer  passing  maneuvers  for  more  vehicles  and  on 
balance  provide  a  total  lowering  of  accidents.  The  transitions  need  to  be  well 
marked  and  the  pavement  markings  need  to  follow  the  conventions  expected  by  the 
motorists.  The  new  designs  and  pavement  markings  will  be  provided  in  accordance 
with  the  applicable  standards. 

91-2. — Federal  and  State  highway  funds  are  used  for  improvement  of  city  streets 
when  they  are  on  the  state  and/or  federal  system,  as  is  the  case  with  US  93  through 
Ronan.  They  are  also  used  for  non-motorized  transportation  improvements  such  as 
bike  paths,  sidewalks,  and  landscaping  as  appropriate.  Two  bypass  alternatives 
around  Ronan  were  evaluated  in  the  original  US  Highway  93  Evaro  -  Poison  Final 
EIS  (signed  6/96).  However,  as  noted  on  page  5-36  of  that  document,  Montana  law 
prohibits  MDT  from  constructing  highway  routes  that  divert  vehicles  away  from  an 
existing  roadway  without  the  consent  of  the  governing  body.  The  city  of  Ronan 
denied  such  consent,  and  substantial  public  opposition  was  expressed  regarding 
those  bypass  routes. 
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RECElVEr 


(:3®f  n  fi  1(5  'f\MI\MfiM^M. 

■'*f  [  -h  us  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONA«  IMPROVEHENT  PROJECT 

iiifcHiToO  m  mmmm  iw  m  PUBift  wmtmi  ?tQcm  Vt.nf  invnivciiuiic  l.  of  gr^ai  vj,.e  tt>  ihc  project    -^ 

teun.  If  yoti  would  tilcc  ip  shJutmc  ^vritieii  tofninrnis,  please  w^q  iIiIf;  form  :iih1  pbtc  i[  iii;  ihe  commrri     ^^ 
boK  provJdctL  If  jwi  iiet<l  mtjrc  [inic,  yon  aic  wckornc  ut  iniiil  t[  iit.  Wc  vhimk  [o  licar  from  youf  .    ^  /'^ 

the  feali  S£t£  ii.  Mw  avsiU^-for  wwing  or  iiAwHiifig  ctmmjrifi  ii  itit  HOT  wtbsii»;  hitp://iwK.n»di.ril.£0vfp4i^^!S^w^ 

^-    ■;-■  *ly:,     ■    ^        Plfm  indkait  uimniEnt]  art  for  prujea  CH  B?^4.■  s-^'C.*:      ■I'i;^"'''^'-"  ..j''^' 


'  ^-./y^..i^'^- n-j'j.  ^,      '  ^  ■■-'■i^S'ii,^-^'^     f.^.' v'-:i^;. 


32-1  "/\<;    A    t-,^  ^trlf'v^V     ,-^f   :  rTi;.y-.\f/t^  \7aUe.vf..^         ; 


ii  *T> 


.,43?1.-. 


j::„ujB^i._lii^lB\  Rr/wAmU£-MTVi^^ 


___2^^ •■  ■:  v^^-     • ...--^ ^ 


3 


fr^rri :    'phV<;nr>  -fa      Ar  ^€<^ 


■^  .:^   ,^  ..:i.^tLv^>iiip^^H^,fr>.ii>^  ,^^^^Tt•>^^^^^f;irf;^i^^J.j|WJv  ■. 


^1/=- 


J^^i.:^  ■:.Jxt.^^i.^>..j ;,'!.*;  j^;-»i^t^L.:-^-i;-^ff^^a^>-'^  Oi 


.  ..^^^-HijlLh^^  ^p^^.Js  1^  WJ^  _ 


.^.2.L.4i%^ 


_L_ 


■'iHibJ-^i'^'i  >i'  ;h;V^-- 


-Time  prvvidfjrQi^  la.itH  and  addrti^: 

Address 


d. 


>jmZ/2:kL^^^^[IL 


imzt 


nmi  im\J  cmmm  iy  or  before  ocrOBfR  i  mi 

___    s 


Plem  \tiit  fmf  ujintnenis  with  fJEh^  HDT.  ^HWnp 
Cousllf  {ir  Hermj  staff  at  itiE  intetm^  nr  nail  u: 

)Hri  t  M%  PE  •   ;      -    ,  ^'■■■.--  • 

Efil^ironniemjl  itrvito  Bur«u 
KDiititva  OtpartmHit  tf  Trinijiemikn 

Hshrs.m  SWC-llH^i' ""'■',-/'   ■''•■'''-■■ 


OPEH  El  ousts 

S<pit[rtitr'IK,:04E 
(dOD  -  MNl  pa 

'ti'iJ'TiLMuCHlKl 
in.  tpwtius.  MT 

SfpiinA^r  LfJ(K)E 
1  CD  -  Hi  pm 
B<t^n  CsmfWHity 
(.tn\.tf 
ll«an,  hT 

PUBLIC  H£4aiN1] 

jiplFrRfar  If,  2^I^E 
?:Ofl  -  ».0D  pni 
Rofun  CQmi[iU.i1]f 
CtJlLtf 
Bstin,  NT 


L........ 


I 


r3  SRILllNEl  __ 

_J  tokiiblil " 


Letter  92,  Debbie  Kelsch 
92-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 


It    o:\proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native  files\00-0 1432-002  apxj  comment  letters  3.doc 


J-108 


US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Finai  SEIS 


Appendix  J — Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  tiie  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


I  RECEIVED 

..  „ P^-Jii-i  (^  (e^  fPrqj!fci.XiV.S^  ^^        oct  i  o  zqos  ..      ..  - 

ITnPf    Fhvivpnv>^^trti.,  Sifri/rc^i  INTKOSMESTM. 

jpi?  fe^  aVivOi  "   :^f^^^^^:\ 

lUfKeiAo.  rtor.  ^ns^-lC'cy COPY;:, !, ; 


93-1 


'^%'^    v,tV*2^ij^,' 


,  pl^terfj._._ —    .  ^^_ 


fi'*«>4f. Hf,Afi^s  i*  ..Ma 


Letter  93,  Robin  L.  Kent 
93-1.— See  Response  #41-1. 
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From:  flyinglt  [mailto:flvifigK@compuplu!>.iiet1 

Sent:  Wetkiesday,  October  04,  2006  10:28  AM 

To:  mdte  iscommentsii  inepipe@mt.  gov 

Cc:  ]reiiz@skilliiig?.coin;  kadainsfr^!lierri:ra iiic.com 

Subject:  Project  CN  B744.  Coiiunent  on  IS  93  Niiiepipe  Ronan  EIS 

Dear  MT  Dept  of  Transportaiton. 

Remeintier  llie  bumper  sticker  Triiy  for  me  1  Drive  f lighw^iy  93".  Tlunt  e\1ends  to  the 
people  wlio  ride  bikes  or  walk  on  the  highway  as  well. 

I  am  writing  to  encourage  you  to  include  in  >our  plans  for  higliway  93  reconstruction  a 
walking/b  iking  path  along  the  entire  length  of  the  highway. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  state  to  you  the  danger  to  people  riding  bicycle  or  walking  along 
highway  93,  Montana  has  been  discovered  as  a  destination  location.  We  are  thrilled  with 
thti  tourist  dollar?!.  IF  we  want  this  to  continue  we  ougjit  to  make  the  visit  afi  pli:afiant  afi 
possible.  Walking'biking  paths  make  our  community  more  enjoyable. 

1  am  fortunate  tliat  I  live  in  Pol  fion  just  below  the  new  bike  walking  path  that  was  reeently 
competed  by  Memory  Rd.  Hiere  are  people  on  the  path  sit  all  times  of  the  day  using  it  in 
many  different  wavs    Many  are  walking  but  just  afi  many  ride  their  bikes. 

My  hiL^hand  works  in  Pokun  and  with  the  addition  of  the  hike  puth  thai  ]iiik»i  to  the  City 
of  Pokon  bike  path,  he  \k  able  to  ride  hifh  bike  each  da\'  to  and  tri^tn  Avork  each  day.  Tliis 
not  only  sa^vi%  ils  rrKjncy  for  fuel  it  saves  the  cii\iR>iimcnt  fri>in  further  use  of  oLtr  die.sel 
pickup.  From  our  perKpeeti\e  thisi  is  a  win  %vin  situation  one  I  liope  to  see  repealed 
througli  out  the  entire  valle>'. 

1  recently  visited  Encinitas,  California  and  a  niiyor  complaint  of  mine  and  the  resident?* 
there  was  the  lack  of  walking  paths.  Had  they  been  able  to  plan  ahead  as  we  have  the 
opprotunity  to  right  now,  maybe  this  could  ha^'e  been  avoided. 

Please  use  this  opportunity  to  look  to  the  future  for  all  involved^  the  en^■i^onment  as  well 
as  the  health  and  safety  of  the  citizens. 

Thank  you  for  your  time. 

Bonnie  Kiser 
^yingk(alcortipjiphis.  net 
372ISGioty^Road 
Pdsan,  MT  59S60 
406-883-2186 


Letter  94,  Bonnie  Kiser 

94-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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95-1 


95-2 


95-3 


From:  Frank  T\to  [inaillorFrank  TyircxSskc.odii] 

Sent:  Friday,  October  06,  2006  2:23  PM 

To:  nidle  iscominentsii  itiepipe^«^:mt.  gov 

Cc:  Kathleen  Adains;;  lfenz@skillings.com;  Julie  Kigjitlinger,  skilcrease@inLgov 

Sublect: 

Greetings 

My  connneiils  on  the  Kinepipc  Sectioti  of  tlie  pfopofied  llighwfiy  93  coast mcti on  follow. 

I  would  recommend  altenialive  7.  I  would  also  suggest  tor  the  longe«it  and  highest  bridge  design 
at  Post  Creek,  because  it  is  probably  the  most  important  east-west  corridor  for  large  animnis  in 
the  entire  Mission  Valley. 

If  the  prefered  remains  Alternative  10, 1  would  request  the  elimination  of  ttie  southbound  passing 
lane  through  the  Ninepipe  area  if  at  all  possible. 

If  the  southbound  passing  lane  h  necessary,  I  would  recommend  thai  ii  be  placed  just  north  of 
the  Higliway  212  intersection,  rather  than  south,  and  incorporated  into  a  full  bridging  of  the 
ponds  north  of  that  inteTsection,   lliese  ponds  have  been  documented  to  hold  ;i  large  popuhition 
of  turtles  that  arii  being  gr^^atly  impacted  by  the  current  hi^way. 

Also,  I  would  urge  that  a  separate  bike  path  be  considered  for  the  entire  pri>jcci.  U  ii%  mn\ 
obvious  that  the  Poison  bike  section  and  the  Round  Bulte  Road  bikepaths  have  been  a  great 
addition  to  those  communities  based  on  their  util ideation. 


Frank  H,  T>to,  PhD 
Director  Media  KSKC  Public  TV 
FOB  70,  52000  Highway  93 
Pablo,  MT  59855 
406-275-4878  voice 
406-275-4801  fax 
tyro@skc.cdu 
WTA"w.  skc.edu 


Letter  95,  KSKC  Public  TV,  Frank  H.  Tyro,  PhD  Director  Media. 
95-1.— See  Responses  #5-1,  11-1,  13-1  and  41-1. 
95-2. — See  Response  #11-1. 
95-3. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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■:.( 


-^ 


■"*  ■.t."^-'".:"""^  r^' 


RECEIVED 

SEP  2  7  zoae 

SNVIRONMEMTAU 


WASTER 
COPY 


US  93  N1NEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

twin.  If  you  would  like  lo  submit  written  oominents,  pkasir  vst  this  fortfi  and  p]aoe  it  in  rheconittieiw    - 
box  provided:,  \fyau  need  morf  time,  voii  arc  welcome  ro  mail  it  In.  We  wint  [o  h«r  from  yon]  }i 

Hie  Draft  SEIS  a  also  ai^ai^hf*  for  vljwinj  flr  i:ul)[iiit[in|  tDmmfncs  ai  the  HftT  wfbtiiK  h[[p;/hw*jmiii.m(.gm/|Hj|Wn«»K*/eij_ti.jlipij^-^' 
Pfcjsf  cndlacf  »nin«ri[i  art  far  project  tH  6M4.  V-    -  .  ,'/'l^ 


.^fejjt2iki.^feL  „_V-  -  -  (U-L^ivt  x':;^ 


-iwii;  ju»i>jHj;f.'^j'ja^)iibg  V-"iJto^'jt,:g!ai'riji  ji>  in  ^^  ' 


Pfcu!  pFonili  iwur  (WW  and  sddfHj;  '  I 

Name:    LtyAJ-  Lj^wtiLaOf^DY-^^ 


axM^-^^J^A^SLi^^E^ 


Email: 


^ ^^  * 
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Or  Nmerj  siafl  ji  (Ivf  mfetii^  \u  mati  lo: 

Jfui  L  ltil«j,  Ft 

Eur»u  CM(f  ■  -  JS; 

Eflyirwmeiitanervicts  flyntau       ...l. ., ./: 
Ngriua  Dtpartjnf nt  d  TtfliijMrtttiDn' 

po  Boa  mm 

Welffii,  HT  i9iIC-l(i&l  -■•'^^.H  , 

CDN  HOLLY     ■'■"■-'"""■"■'■ -■ 


^al  FiuvMi  Cfflttr 
Sl  jlftltrill,  KT 

4J!H1  -  IM  pffl 
IfAld  [D[iHnun]l]r 
CwtflT 

Fbnajii.KT 

mi\l  HFHRIKG 
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ie^[nfifa(f  if.  I0«6 
J:«)  ■  ?l&  pm 
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Letter  96,  Lori  Lambert,  PhD 
96-1. — See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 
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RECEIVED 

OCT  10  2006 

vji  OS  93  NIHEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJEa        .. 
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Letter  97,  Alan  Largent 

97-1.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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RECEIVED 
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•.3--         US  93  NINEPIPE  /  ROMAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT      ' ,,.,.^ 
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Letter  98,  Brenda  Largent 
98-1.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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Letter  99,  AnnaMarie  Leafty 
99-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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100-1 


From:  Joninc  Lichlenberg  [mailto:jaiieneL@cskt.org] 
Sent:  Friday.  October  06,  2006  1 :44  PM 
To:  MD  r  EIS  Comments  Ri^dstone 
Subject:  project  CN  B744 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern, 

I  <yn  ver>'  concerned  about  the  lack  of  blkci  pedestrian  paths  for  Hwy  93  south  of  Ronan.  I 
beheve  that  providing  these  paths  should  be  an  essential  concern  Ln  tlie  planning  process. 
Our  community  is  in  need  of  safe  transportation  along  this  stretch  of  highway.  Also,  a 
patli  south  of  Ronan  would  allow  tourists  and  others  to  walk,  bike  and  observe  nature. 
lliis  would  improve  tlie  quality  of  life  for  all  of  us  and  perhaps  boost  the  economy 
tluough  tourism  dollars,  Iliank  you  for  your  time  and  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Jajdene  Lichtcnb^^rg 
33268  lemice  Lak^  Rd 
Ronan,  MT  59864 


Letter  100,  Janene  Lichtenberg 
100-1.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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Letter  101,  Irvin  and  Mary  Jane  Long 

101-1. — The  US  93  and  Hwy  212/Kicking  Horse  Road  intersection  was  rebuilt  a 
few  years  ago  and  already  contains  left  turn  lanes.  Under  this  project  the  current 
configuration  will  be  retained,  with  re-evaluation  of  the  lengths  of  the  left  turn  lanes 
to  accommodate  future  traffic.  Please  also  see  Responses  #1-1,  11-1  and  13-8 
concerning  the  4-lane  highway  issue. 

101-2.— See  Responses  #1-1, 11-1,  and  13-8. 

101-3.— See  Response  #11-1. 

101-4. — The  Preferred  Alternative  selected  will  include  4  lanes  south  past 
Innovation  Lane  to  Brooke  Lane. 
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Letter  102,  Rachel  Lovett 
102-1.— See  Response  #11-1. 
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Letter  103,  Robert  C.  Lucas 

103-1. — The  project  proponents  and  Lake  County  have  all  agreed  to  the  closing  of 
this  road.  See  appendix  I  in  the  FE IS  for  an  explanation  of  the  reasons  for  its 
closure. 

103-2.— See  Response  #11-1. 

103-3.— See  Response  #17-2. 
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From:  Richard  A.  Monkt:  &  Sii^aiiTic  lutipkc  [inailto!&lTani@eeritur>lol  iKl] 

Sent:  Friday,  October  06,  2006  4:42  PM 

To:  Julie  Kiglitlinger:  Kathleen  Adams;  lrenz@skj Hingis. com; 

mdlc  i^cotnmcntsn  inepLpe@nrt.gov;  skilcrea^e^mt.  gov 

Subject:  Highway  93  Ninepipe  DSEIS 

To  who  il  may  concern: 

I  live  in  Lake  County  and  travel  the  roads  under  consideration  ver>'  often.  I  have  read  the 
following  comments  carefully  and  1  totally  agree  with  all  of  these  suggestions.  I  beheve  it  is 
possible  to  implemeni  each  of  them,  1  hope  you  will  study  ihem  and  decide  to  do  just  that. 

hi  the  rural  segment  of  the  project,  I  would  advocate  for  a  combination  of  Alternative  2  and,  for 
the  section  between  Eiagle  Pass  Road  and  Cro^v  CreeL  AUemative  7.  lite  combination  of  these 
two  designs  would  result  in  a  two-lane  design  except  for  a  northbound  passing  lane  on  Post 
Creek  hill,  lliere  would  be  a  raised-highway  design  for  Ihe  most  sensitive  section,  but  1  would 
suggest  that  this  begin  just  nurth  of  Ninepipes  l^dge.  In  this  desjign,  I  would  also  advocate  for 
the  longest  and  higliest  bridge  design  ai  Pd^I  Creek,  wliich  is  probably  the  most  important  east- 
wesil  corridnr  for  large  animals  in  (he  L-niirL-  \[ission  V  alley ,  In  addition,  an  integral  part  of  this 
design  would  have  to  be  clear  visual  dcumrcatioii  of  diis  part  of  the  highway  as  a  distiiK-1 
parkway,  which  would  have  a  slower  speed  liniil  ~  perhaps  50  inph. 

'Ihe  iiUernational  importance  of  the  habilat  of  the  Ninepipe  area,  its  cultural  importance  lo  Salish, 
Pcnd  dXlreilk,  and  Kootenai  people  and  also  to  local  non-Indians,  ;uid  the  enormous  investment 
already  made  in  the  area  by  the  Tribes,  the  federal  govern menl,  ajid  the  state,  merit  the 
exceptional  treatment  of  this  section.  It  is  noted  in  the  DSKIS  that  while  most  options  are 
estimated  to  cost  S3 5  to  $40  million,  Altcmativi>  7  would  cost  an  estimated  $1 14  million.  It  is 
worth  noting  that  the  United  States  is  currently  spending  that  much  money  every  nine  hours  in 
Iraq.  We  must  build  this  highway  the  right  way^  even  if  it  costs  more  to  do  so. 

It  would  be  good  to  look  into  some  design  to  help  de-ice  bridging  and  otlier  raised  surfaces^  and 
to  add  to  such  stmctureti  some  kind  of  mufHing  material  to  counteract  noise  impacts. 

Wherever  passing  lanes  reconverge,  there  needs  to  be  much  more  aggressive^  prominent,  and 
weatherproof  sigjiiage,  including  not  only  Sitrict  marking  oTthe  point  beyond  whieh  people  n^ust 
not  pass^  but  also  the  distance  to  the  next  passing  opportunity.  I  would  also  advocate  the 
establislimeirt  of  higher  tines  or  tougher  penalties  for  unsafe  passing  and  posting  notice  of  tliose 
fines/penaltieS:  It  would  he  wise  to  increa.^ie  funding  for  enforcement,  if  that  can  be  iticluded  in 
the  project. 

It  the  PP.\  remains  Alternative  10^  I  would  strongly  ad\'ocate  the  elimination  of  the  soirthbound 
passing  lane  through  the  Ninepipe  area.  If  the  parties  ijisist  tliat  a  southbound  P^^^^i"g  I'^^i^c  is 
neceswar\-  --  a  highly  dubio^is  iissertion  --  I  would  \.u\\c  [h:ii  ii  h^.-  pluced  just  north  ofilic  HiaEiwav 
212  intersection,  rather  than  south,  and  incorporated  inti>  a  lUii  hridgitig  of  the  poiKl>;  tu^nli  ol 
tjiat  inleii^cclioa  In  this  vvay,  some  environmental  benefit  could  be  gotten  from  what  would 
otherwise  be  an  cnviromnental  detriment. 


Letter  104,  Suzanne  Luepke 

104-1.— See  Responses  #5-1, 11-1, 13-1,  and  41-1. 

104-2.— See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 

104-3.— See  Response  #13-3. 

104-4.— See  Response  13-4. 

104-5. — All  signing  will  conform  to  the  most  current  federal  and  state  standards. 

104-6.— See  Response  #13-6. 

104-7.— See  Response  #11-1. 
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104-3 


104-9 


104-10 


For  Ronan,  I  strongly  urge  the  parties,  and  tlic  cil>  oTRonan,  to  reconsider  whetlier  fQurtrailjc 
lanes  are  truly  iiecessnr\^  to  cam  tlie  projected  ^ol^lllles  oFlrnl!ic.  Tliere  are  nuinerous  studies 
available  on  the  internet  inchiding  several  that  can  be  accessed  at 

www. walkab lecoiiimun itj es. ora>  that  show  three-lane  designs  safely  and  smoothly  handling  well 
over  20,000  ADX  and  in  sonic  oases  approaching  .10,000.  I  would  also  urge  the  parties  and  the 
city  to  consider  replacing  tite  trafllc  lights  with  roundabouts,  which  can  reduce  accidents, 
improve  iratlic  11  ow.  and  i]ii|?ro\  e  pedestrian  safety. 

Laistly.  [  would  urge  thai  a  separate  bike  path  he  considered  for  the  entire  project,  if  this  can  be 
done  \^  ithout  significant  additional  hami  to  the  environment. 

Suzanne  Luepke 
171  S,  RimLhriv^ 
Poison,  MT  59S60 


Letter  104,  Suzanne  Luepke  (continued) 
104-8.— See  Response  #13-8. 
104-9.— See  Response  #13-9 
104-10.— See  Response  #3-1 
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Letter  105,  Gay  Luke 
105-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 


It    o:\proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native  files\00-0 1432-002  apxj  comment  letters  3.doc 


J-122 


US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Final  SEIS 


Appendix  J — Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  tiie  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


106-1 


mm 

us  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 
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Letter  106,  Andrea  Lund 
106-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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Letter  107,  Peter  E.  Lund 
107-1.— See  Response  #17-2 
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us  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

mmm  m  mmmm  IH  m  mUi  imimm  PIOCEiStVourhiifolvcment  is  of  grc^c  value  [o  ili*  project 
t(?Airt-  If  y!>u  wyiild Jitie  Id  subink  ^^MEieiJ  coiiimciiESK  pkase  use  Uu,';  tiynn  and  place  if  in  iJic  coninicnr 
box  provided.  If  jou  need  itiofc  tiitie.  yau  m  wtlcqmc  Ff>  mai!  it  in.  Wc  wanr  lo  hear  ftam  yau! 

Tht  DiiiJt  JUS  is  »Nd  availjbile  fcr  iritwanj  jr  iiAtiMltinij  ifMnmniii  al  the  HDT  wtbiitt:  lii[[ic//www.ni(ti.m[,jgT/[™bJa¥(ilw/ris.ja.^lttmJ 
PiMSt  irijicaie  (Drnni#in|l  anf  ftir  prgjtcl  CN  5?<i 
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Letter  108,  Robbie  Lyday 
108-1.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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FrDm:  Tim  Marchanl  fmailta'tniarchaiU(^mise;ion  blackfoot.nct] 

Sent:  Tliursday,  October  05,  2006  1 1:44  AM 

To:  indleiscomjiientsjiiiiepipe(^mt.gov;  HS  Marchanl  Tim  (SMTP) 

Cc:  lrctiu^@sldllitigs.coin;  Kathleen  AdaiiiE 

Subject:  Comment  on  US93  Ninepipe/Ronan  E[S 

Dear  MDT; 

I  would  strongly  enoouTiige  a  bike  path,  separate  fVom  the  new  highway,  be  built  from  Poison, 
MT.  south  to  Ravalli.  MT.  An  opportunity  for  safi,  healtliy,  and  economical  travel  was  sorely 
luissed  on  the  new  section  of  road  from  Ravalli  south  to  Arlee.  We  caul  afford  to  make  that 
mistake  again. 

With  soaring  fuel  prices  and  the  airrenl  emphasis  on  physical  fitness,  I  don'l  know  how  we  can 
afford  not  to  have  a  functional  bike  path. 

Please  lake  this  into  considiiralion,  for  tlu-  hcalih  :ind  safety  of  all  cilizen$  of  western  Montana, 
when  you  design  your  final  phm. 

Sincere  I V, 


Tim  Marchanl 
54565  Hillside  Road 
St  Ignatius,  MT  59S65 
(406)250     7228 


Letter  109,  Tim  Marchant 
109-1.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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RECEIVED 

OCT  I  0  2006 


us  93  UlNEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

TilftNXTDl]  fOU  FAa^ttlMlllW  IN  THE  PUBlEC  IIWOIVMENT  PROCEJi!  Your  involvement  is  tsf  gftsic  vjiluc  ro  the  profta 
Ecam,  If  yin[  would  Ithc  eu  SLibrnit  wiuieu  ctjiiimcnls,  pIcAse  use  ihis  fonn  :iinE  pbur  ic  in  ilic  comiiient 
box  provnicd.  If  you  need  more  tin^e,  you  are  wcknitie  to  n;ail  ir  in.  Wcwaiii  to  iK^r  (Vom  you! 

Tilt  [Jrafi  Slli  ii  alw  I'^ailsHi  kr  vijwirj  er  sutitniEiing  <Qmmtn«j  at  flii  flUT  w^lniKi  (iiip;^/wifjTi^[.ritt.p/[Hib»iHolw/(iv-«*''N  ,^ 
Fltas*  indicant  tflmniEnlJ  are  kr  ptcjHii  CH  IT^i  :       ., 
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[nvirflnrMiilal  Ifrvitn  ta\iwi 
Horitani  Dfpiiimtitc  €f  T/^nspgrialiivi 

po  Gov  Jomcf  ..;.;■.   ■■  ■,.   ,-:      ':■ 
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Letter  110,  Teri  Masters 
110-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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11M 


Fr^iiti:  Linda  MtDermotI  [mailtaillm^cfimiiibank.iief] 
Senl::  Tuesday,  Oclohtr  03,  2006  9:20  AM 

To:  mdleiscommeTitsninepipe© mt.gov 
Cc:  IrenzC^skillings.com;  Kathleen  Adams 
Subject:  Comment  on  US93  Ninepipe/Ronan  EIS 

Project  CN  B744 

I  feel  that  a  bike  p«ath  along  Hwy.  93  would  be  a  great  beneMtforall  who  enjoy  walkirtg,  bikit>g  etc.  As  the 
Hwy.  ES  already  being  used  for  Biking  trips  by  several  organizations  a  safer  and  designated  area  for  them 
to  b<ke  would  te  very  beneficial,  it  would  also  be  beneficial  to  those  who  enpy  walking  and  running  j^ust 
for  the  physical  exercise  as  well 


Letter  111,  Linda  McDermott 
111-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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111a-1 


111a-2 


Fmm:  Joe  ^[cE>ollaId  [malltu : j o^cph  inedoiiiildi ff ■  ako. l^u  1 

Sent:  hriday,  October  06,  2006  930  AM 

To:  mdleiscomineiitsninepipe^giTnt.gov;  Kathleen  Adams:  [renzf^skiftmgsxom;  Julie 

K  i  gjill  i  nger.  ski  Icreasef^mt.  gov 

Subject:  NmEPIPES  9?  EIS  COMMENTS 

Tlie  speed  Ui  rough  the  sensitive  areas  of  the  ninepJpe  area  raiisl  be  controlled  in  order  to  avoid 
llie  killing  oV  wildlife.  waterfowL  pheasants,  tnrtles.elc.  The  highway  should  be  constnicted  on 
piliug  through  Uiii-  rcfiiio'oir  area  artd  piling  shon^  replace  the  fill  that  ifi  in  the  large  potht>ks 
north  of  ihe  Nitiepipe  Ijodge.  [  don't  support  the  idea  of  piling  all  the  way  from  south  of 
Sine  pipe  Reservoir  to  Crow  Creek. 


Juiy  IS,  2007 


Hsffera  Environmental  Consuttants 


Letter  Ilia,  Joe  McDonald 
llla-1.— See  Response  #18-2. 
llla-2. — See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 
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Letter  112,  Sylvia  McDonald 
112-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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From:  Teni  McDonald  [mat Ito: lomm@cskt.org] 
Sent:  Friday,  October  06,  2006  2:32  PM 
To:  indle  Iscotninentsn  iiiepipe(ff:mt.  gov 
Cc:  Irctiizcnskilliiigs.coiii;  Kathleen  Adanis 
Subject:  Comment  on  US93  Ninep][>e/R£nan  EIS 

I  support  Uie  development  of  a  designated  walkingljike  pathway  from  Ronan  south  along 
Highway  93  for  the  full  length  of  this  project.  Tom  McDonald.  721  6th  Ave.  S  W.  Ronan.  \h. 
59KS4 


Letter  113,  Tom  McDonald 
113-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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Letter  114,  Ann  Marie  McNeel 
114-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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•  US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

•  mmtm  m  mmmjm  in  m  PUBUt  iNtOWHENI  PROCtliL^rtur  invcilvtmcuT  is  of  great  ^'iIue  w  rhc  tiroj«:( 
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Letter  115,  Kerry  Miller  and  Peter  Weckesser 
115-1. — See  Response  #11-1. 
115-1. — See  Response  #5-1  and  11-1. 
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From:  Jam^s  Portor  Hammitl  [inaillo:poilcr@MissouLaOutdoo(r£.CGm] 
Sent:  Tliureday,  October  05,  2006  1 1:30  AM 
To:  mdle  iscominentsii  inepiperi^mt.  gov 
Cc:  ]renz(f^skilliiig^.coiii;  Kathleen  Adams 
Subject:  Ninepipes  Comments 

HeUo, 

I  would  to  voice  my  opinions  for  the  design  ot'Hwy.  93  as  it  passes  through  Uie 
Ninepipes  area.  I  feel  strongly,  and  it  seems  quite  obvious,  that  higliest  priority  should  be 
ji-ssigncd  1o  the  toncerns  of  wildlife  in  the  area,    lliis  would  include  concerns  for  non- 
fragmented  habitat  blocks,  connectivity,  safe  wildlife  travel  corridors,  and  non- intrusion 
into  existing  presene  areas. 

I  feel  that  everything  possible  should  be  done  to  mitigate  any  and  all  impacts  caused  by 
traffic  in  that  area.  1lial  is,  2  lanes,  a  reduced  speed  limit,  elevating  the  roadway,  and 
p^s^iitg  lanes  well  bi^ftwo  and  woll  papit  thi:  area,  so  as  nm  to  induce  rapid  acccli^rationfi  ot 
decelerations.  It  seems  that  a  small.  non-intriLsi%'e  bike  ped  pathway  immediately 
adjaci^nt  to  the  road  might  alsci  be  appropriate, 

I  believe  that  Aliemative  7.  as  I  understand  it,  most  closely  addresses;  thes*  concerns. 
With  extended  bridge  span  lengths,  obviously  the  cofit  will  he  higher.  Rut  Kinqiipcfi  is 
one  of  Western  Montana's  most  prized  parcels  of  remaining  pothole  ponds  wildlife 
habitat,  and  wildlife  mortality  along  that  >itrclch  is  a  \vc]]-k]io^v  problem. 

nnanl\  you  fi>r  taking  the  time  to  read  ni\'  etHnmciits. 


Porter 


J.  Porter  ffammitt,  M.S. 

Director  &  Lead  Instructor 

Missoula  Outdoor  Learning  Adventures  (MOLA) 

1304  Jackson  St.,  Missoula,  MT  59802 

406-240-24  5S    porter«3  M  issoulaOutdoors .  com 

WW  w .  MissoulaOutdoors.  com 


Letter  116,  Missoula  Outdoor  Learning  Adventures,  J.  Porter  Hammitt,  M.S. 
Director  and  Lead  Instructor 

116-1.— See  Response  #3-1,  5-1,  and  11-1. 
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117-2 


117-3 


0^^id>til  (3,  2006 


Ninepipe  Wildlife  Mnjiageiueiil  Ai&i 

5292RNitieptpeRoad 

Cliario  hfV  59824 

Ms.  Jean  A.  Rilcy,  P.E.,  Chief 

MU  J'  Hiiviioiinieiitiil  Services  Bureau 

FO  Box  201001 

HdeiuiMT  5^20-]  001 

Subject:  CM  11.744^  US  9^  Ninejiipe/Tionaii  Im^jrovement  Project 


Dear  Ms.  Riley: 

Tldi;  letter  addresses  your  response  (August  10,  2006)  lo  coinmenls  1  siubmitled  for  Fish^ 
Wildlife  &  Parks  (F^T)  regarding  impendijig  impacts  to  oiirNinepipe  Wildlife 
Maiiageiiieat  Area  fWMA)  from  tlie  reconstmction  of  Highway  93. 

Again  VVJ?  urges  the  project  proponcnfci  to  not  construct  a  southbound  passing  Jane 
(included  in  the  PPA)  in  the  heart  of  the  Nincpipc  midlife  etmseiration  area.  'l"he 
significance  of  Niiiepiiie  to  all  involved  parties  i.s  evidenced  by  the  consideral)1e  long- 
tenn  investments  Euirt  protective  ineasiires  i  nstitiiterl  by  state,  federal,  and  tribal 
governments  and  the  siieciflc  words  in  the  2002  MQIJ  tJiat  '"jiassing,  laiies  are  not 
appropriate  and  will  not  be  considered"  here.  The  time  and  resources  spent  exploring  a 
route  to  bypai^  this  silo  entirely  is  furtlier  te^tamefit  to  the  special  sigmScance  of  the  area. 

As  yoLir  August  10  letter  acknowlet^es,  and  we  concur,  this  sheteh  ofliighway  has  had 

many  human  Eitalities.  Tlirough  die  years  our  eiuployees  liave  witnessed  or  liad  first- 
hand knowledge  of  man>-  of  these  crasJies.  -  Most  liad  notJiing  to  do  with  passing 
attempts.  C'iting  fatal it^^  statistics  as  suji|xirting  evidence  for  needing  a  southboiuid 
passing  lane  seems  hke  a  wroir^  sohition  to  the  problem.  Obviously,  because  there  is  no 
nortltbound  passing  lane  proposed  in  the  tuiddlc  of  this  wildUfe  habitat  complex,  there  is 
not  really  a  need  to  have  a  southbound  passing  lane  either  as  argued  by  tlie  Midwest 
Researeh  Institnite. 

The  impreceflented  attention  and  added  expense  for  wildlife  luitigation  in  the  US  9^ 
project  is  highly  coninicndable.  That  continuous  roadside  fencing,  an  accoinmodahng 
feauirc  for  wildlife  crossings  being  built  elsewhere  in  the  corridor^  will  not  be  built 
through  the  Nincpipe  area  because  of  tlie  hazard  they  pose  to  birdife  indicates  that  the 


Letter  117,  Montana  Fish  Wildlife  and  Parks, 
John  Grant,  Wildlife  Area  Manager 

117-1.— See  Response  #11-1. 
117-2.— See  Response  #11-1. 
117-3.— See  Response  #11-1. 
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117^ 
Co  n't 


117^4 


117-5 


proponents  realise  iJie  significance  of  the  habitats  to  birds.  Unfortuiifitely,  without  all  the 
high  fences  the  uildhfe  crossing  stnictures  may  not  be  as  efFeclive  for  the  4-legged 
animnlii:  for  which  tliey  are  primarily  designed  tlierefore  more  high-speed  pavement  (i.e. 
passing  lanes)  should  not  be  locmted  at  Ninepipe.  With  one  less  lane  tlie  resultant  under- 
road  passages  will  b«  shorter  and  more  likely  to  be  used.  -  Narrower  width  of  road  to 
cross  for  earthbound  creatures  that  circumvent  the  crossing  structures  will  reduce  their 
exposure  to  collision  risks.  Likewise,  birds  Hying  across  the  road  will  have  a  shorter  time 
of  risk  without  a  passing  lane.   Hie  data  in  the  DSEES  for  birds  killed  where  the  passing 
lane  is  proposed  is  startling!  The  passing  lane  should  be  located  somewhere  else. 

llircc  miles  of  Highway  93  bisecis  an  almusl  contiguotis  block  of  Section  4(f)  lands 
througli  Kinepipe  between  Gunlock  Road  Olsen  Road  and  Duck  Road,  including  the 
proposed  site  of  the  passing  lane  in  the  PPA.  Impacts  to  4(f)  lands  will  best  be  a\  oided 
or  miuimi/,cd  if  all  parsing  lanes  are  located  elsewhere.  Wetlands  on  4(f)  lands  in  this 
location  that  extend  into  the  cuirent  right-of-way  will  potentially  be  permanently 
impaired  when  their  righl-of  way  reaches  are  modiHed,  Ihis  impairment  could  be 
avoided  orminimii^ed  if  a  st>uthboiind  p.issing  lane  is  constructed  outside  of  the  wildlife 
habitat  management  zone, 

Perliaps,  as  you  state,  the  extra  lane  (southbound  passing  lane)  can  be  built  in  the  e>:isting 
right-of-way  without  direct  impacts  to  4(0  knd;^.  but  the  roadway  may  be  safer  if  thai 
space  is  instead  used  for  turn  bays,  wider  shoulders,  or  to  eliminate  the  need  for  an 
exemption  to  standard  barrow  ,s lopes.  Safety  of  administrative  and  recreational  users 
aecCNsiiig  Ninepipc  WMA  krtds  in  the  vicinity  of  ilii;  prtiposcd  passing  lane  nuist  not  be 
compromised.  Most  highway  crossings  (several  daily  during  the  growing  sea.son)  by 
PWP  personnel  with  agricultural  equipment  occur  at  two  locations  on  Highway  93,  both 
where  the  passing  lane  is  proposed.  .411  of  our  alternative  US  93  crossings  require 
traveling  along  Highway  212,  which  is  even  more  dangerous  for  slow-moving  tractors 
towing  wide  implements  than  crossing  VS  93.  The  southbound  passing  lane  proposed  in 
the  PPA  may  make  it  more  difficult  to  safely  access  the  WMA  to  achieve  our  habitat 
management  goals. 

Goals  of  the  management  of  the  WMA  are  essentially  the  same  as  they  were  when  the 
project  was  initiated  more  than  50  years  ago:  to  conserve  and  enhance  habitat  for  ring- 
necked  pheasants  and  migratory  wateribwl  and  to  provide  access  for  public  hunting  of 
these  game  birds.  Highway  93  has  always  provided  challenges  to  meeting  Uiese  goals. 
We  present  these  comments  with  hope  that  the  '^mv.  and  improved"  Higliway  93  will  not 
further  diminish  neither  this  exceptional  resource  nor  the  ability  of  the  local,  visiting,  or 
tlux>ugh-passing  publics  to  access  or  enjoy. 

Sincerely, 


John  Grant 

Wildlife  Area  Manager 


Letter  117,  Montana  Fish  Wildlife  and  Parks, 
John  Grant,  Wildlife  Area  Manager  (continued) 

117-4. — See  Response  #11-1.  No  recreational  Section  4(f)  resources  will  be 
impacted. 

117-5.— See  Response  #11-1. 
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RECEIVED 

CfK^i  2  2006 

EVmONHENTU 


^^'  '■       CQPY     ■  i 


October  6.  2006 


-'I 


118 

iia-2 

118-3 


■-.     '    ■■'  .(f;*  ^,   >:■     :   ,  ^.    '.,     ^^  ,^t,.  ' 

XeflnRiky 

Monlana Dcpartiiieni of  Iransportaiion 
2701  Prospect  Avenue 

RORcix  20100!  ,:;     ,  ^a    ^^^ 

HeJena,  Montana  59620- 1 001      ■; ''    { . ,     .  ^ 

Dear  Jean:    ''  •     ■  "  ' 


1420  E.  Sixth  Avenue  '      .       ..' 

P.0.  Box  200701  ''    '^   ^  .    /   , 

Helena.  Montana  59620 '0701 

US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Improvement  Project 

Draft  Supplemental  HIS 

Evaluation 

NH-F5-1(9)6F-CNB744         ^,.-;:   ^::     ■ 


1  hEivt;  reviewed  the  Drafi  Supplemental  HIS  for  the  proposed  US  Highway  93  improvements  tnthe 
Minepip^  and  Ronan  areas.   Thank  vou  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  the  folio wiiijj  commcnlSy. 

^ ,^    It  is  suggested  t hat  the  ex ist i ng  and  proj eeted  lengths  o f  culverts  be  i ncluded  for  each  of 
.  '   )' r  :■  the  potential  alternatives,  if  possible. 

k  If  there  were  any  opporlimities  for  enhanein^  csi sting  stream  conditions  under  ea^ch 
attemativej  they  t;ogld  he  included  in  the  document. 

c.  A  more  eomplete  comparison  of  pre  tti  post-project  conditions  regarding  the  potentially 
affected  stream  ^vould  be  appreciated.  Wit  I  they  remain  as  is  even  though  they  may  b*^ 
somewhat  degraded?  Will  there  be  a  net  increase  of  stream  length  or  function? 

d.  riiere  could  possibly  be  a  discussion  of  potential  losses  of  or  increases  in  stream  lengths 
., .   ,  „  ...^H.«,:;i^tftfl  fypctip J\s  ^kI  w(;telh^t:  rniti^ation  wil  I  be  required  ot  cred  i^ts  obtained . 


'     t-T 


■'-V^*^.-A:'5^" 


Thank  vou  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  comments  and  please  contact  me  if  tbey  ajne  unclear.  If  this 
Information  is  already  in  the  docuntcnt  I  apologize  if  I  missed  it. 


Sincerely. 

Doug  McDonald 

Stream  l^roteciion  Coordinator 

Habitat  Protection  Bureau/Fisheries 


l:\MDTS  SPA^JVlDT  3006MJS93  NirtfipipfrRonan  DEIS.doc 


Letter  118,  Montana  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks,  Doug  McDonald,  Stream 
Protection  Coordinator 

118-1. — This  level  of  design  detail  is  beyond  the  scope  of  what  is  normally  included 
in  an  EIS.  Culvert  lengths  will  be  determined  for  the  selected  alternative  during 
final  design. 

118-2. — In  section  5.12.5  Rural  Portion  -  Fisheries,  Direct  Effects,  Action 
Alternatives  (p  5-105  of  draft  document)  there  is  a  short  discussion  of  potential 
enhancement  opportunities.  In  section  5.12.6  Urban  Portion  -  Fisheries,  Direct 
Effects,  Action  Alternatives  there  is  a  short  discussion  about  daylighting/habitat 
enhancement  of  Ronan  Spring  Creek. 

118-3. — Please  see  section  5.11  of  the  DSEIS  for  a  discussion  of  Floodplains  and 
Streams;  specifically  sections  5.11.3  and  5.11.4.  The  design  and  mitigation 
measures  discussed  in  these  sections  should  improve  stream  conditions,  including 
potential  increases  in  function,  essentially  no  net  loss  of  length,  and  with  greatly 
expanded  floodplain  accessibility.  Specific  mitigation  requirements  have  not  been 
provided  and  typically  are  not  at  this  stage  of  design. 
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11G-1 


119-2 


119-31 
119-4 1 

119-51 


119-6 


119-7 


From:  David  L.  Moore  [niailto:  David.  Mooretoiinsoumlcdu] 

Sent:  Friday,  Oclobcr06,  2006  7:52  AM 

To:  nidleiscomjnentsjiinepipef^mt.gov;  Kathleen  Adams:  IreiizfSJskiUmgs.com;  Julie 

Kigfillinger,  skilcreasei^mtgov 

Cci  trs@blacklbotJiet 

Subject:  Comments  on  Higluvay  9^  Xincpipc  DSEIS 

1  ain  a  liomeowtier  for  25  years  in  the  St.  Ignatius  area.  Please  consider  the  following 
suggestions  for  the  Drai^  Supplemental  EIS  for  the  Ninepipe  segment  of  Highway  9J.  I  have 
gathered  these  details  from  the  research  of  Thompson  Smith,  and  entirely  agree  with  his 
proposals  and  conunents: 

In  the  rural  segment  of  the  project,  I  would  advocate  for  a  combination  of  Alternative  2  and,  for 
the  section  between  Kagle  ?s!i^  Road  and  Croi^v  CrecL  Altenialive  7,  Ilie  combination  of  these 
two  designs  would  result  in  a  two-lane  design  except  for  a  northbound  passing  lane  on  Post 
Creek  hill,  lliere  would  be  a  raised-highway  design  for  the  most  sensitive  section,  but  1  would 
suggest  that  this  begin  just  north  of  Ninepipes  l^dge.  In  this  design,  I  would  also  advocate  for 
the  longest  and  higliest  bridge  design  at  Po^l  Creek,  wliich  is  probably  the  most  important  east- 
wusii  corridor  lor  large  animals  in  (he  L-niirL-  \[ission  V  alley ,  In  addition,  an  integral  part  of  this 
design  would  have  to  be  clear  visual  dcniarcatioii  of  diis  part  of  the  highway  35?  a  di<htiiK-l 
parkway,  which  would  have  a  slower  speed  linul  ~  perhaps  50  inph. 

'llie  international  importance  of  the  habitat  of  the  Ninepipe  area,  its  cultural  importance  lo  Salish, 
Pend  dXlrcilk,  and  Kootenai  peopltj  and  also  to  local  non-Indians,  ;uid  the  enormous  investment 
already  made  in  the  area  hy  the  Tribes,  the  federal  government,  ajid  the  state,  merit  the 
exceptional  treatment  of  this  section.  It  is  noted  in  the  DSKIS  thai  while  most  options  are 
estimated  to  cost  S3 5  to  $40  million.  Alternative  7  would  cost  an  estimated  $1 14  million.  It  is 
worth  noting  that  the  United  States  is  currently  spending  that  much  money  cvcrv'  nine  hours  in 
Iraq.  We  must  build  this  highw^ay  the  right  way^  even  if  it  costs  more  to  do  so. 

It  would  be  good  to  look  into  some  design  to  help  de-ice  bridging  and  otlier  raised  surfaces^  and 
to  add  to  such  structures  some  kind  of  mufHing  material  to  counteract  noise  impacts. 

Wherever  passing  lanes  reconverge,  there  needs  to  be  much  more  aggressive^  prominent,  and 
weatherproof  sigjiiage,  including  not  only  strict  marking  of  the  point  beyond  which  people  n^ust 
not  pasE^  but  also  the  distance  to  the  next  passing  opportunity.  I  w^ould  also  advocate  the 
establishment  of  higher  tines  or  tougher  penalties  for  unsafe  passing  and  posting  notice  of  tliose 
fines/penaltieS:  It  would  he  wise  to  increase  funding  for  enforcement,  if  that  can  be  iticluded  in 
the  project. 

If  the  PP.\  remains  Altemati^^e  IQ.  I  would  strongly  ad\'ocate  the  elimination  of  the  southbound 
passing  lane  through  the  Kinepipe  area.  If  the  parties  ijisist  thai  a  siouthbound  nassiim  lane  is 
necessary^  --  a  highly  dubioiis  iisseftion  --  I  would  m  !>-[[]  :ii  ii  he  ]:iktced  iu^t  north  ol  (he  Hijdiwav 
212  intersection,  ratlier  than  south,  and  uicorporatcd  into  i\  lull  bridging  of  the  ponds  north  of 


Letter  119,  David  L.  Moore 

119-1.— See  Responses  #5-1,  13-1,  11-1,  and  41-1. 

119-2. — See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 

119-3. — See  Responses  #13-3. 

119-4 — See  Responses  #13-4. 

119-5. — All  signing  will  conform  to  the  most  current  federal  and  state  standards. 

119-6.— See  Responses  #13-6. 

119-7.— See  Responses  #11-1. 
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119-7 

Co  n't 

119-S 


119-9 


119-10 


that  tiucrstitiioti.  [ii  this  way,  seme  en\  irt>iiint.Mnnl  htriiefii  i^ould  be  %ott&n  froin  uhtit  should 
otlienvise  be  an  ciniroiintcntal  detriment. 

For  Roiian,  I  fntroiigly  urge  the  parties,  and  the  city  of  Ronan,  to  Tgconsider  vvlietlier  fonr  tralTic 
lanes  are  truly  neces£ar\^  to  carry  the  protected  soUiines  of  Iraflic.  Tliere  are  lutinerous  studies 
available  on  tlie  internet,  including  several  that  can  be  accessed  at 

\^T^ w. walkab IccQimnun ities. or g>  that  show  tliree-lane  designs  safeJy  and  smoothly  handling  well 
over  20,000  ADT,  and  in  some  cases  approaching  30iJO0.  I  would  also  urge  tlie  panies  and  the 
city  to  consider  replacing  the  trafllc  lights  with  roundahoutR.  which  can  redvice  accidents, 
improve iralTlc  llow.  and  improve  pedestrian  safety. 

LastK.  I  would  urge  that  a  separate  btke  path  be  considered  for  the  entire  project,  if  this  can  be 
done  without  signiltcanl  additional  htvm  to  the  environment. 

niank  you  for  considering  tliis. 

David  L.  Moore 

2l8.\r1emoR  iJrive 

Missuulu,  MX  59803 

406-543-2270 

davjd.  itioorLi^fg'mnonl;  ana.trd  u 

www  ■  umt  -cd  1 1,  en  eI  i*ih  lac  ully  inoore .  htm 


Letter  119,  David  L.  Moore  (continued) 
119-7.— See  Response  #11-1. 
119-8.— See  Response  #13-8. 
119-9.— See  Response  #13-9. 
119-10.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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120-1 


RECEIVED 

OCT:  1  0  2006 

INTIfipHEKm 


^.,::,,,,,  ,US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

imiTKlOU  lE)tl  MRilClfiTIHG  IH  THE  P13BIK  JNTOLVHENT  PROCESS!  Youf  inwJvemfni  js  of  great  vaJnc  to  the  projeci 

■  leans,  \fymi  would  \'A.q  to  submit  writ  [en  turmncnts,  pkase  use  this  fnrm  and  place  ii  in  tlie  comment 
buK  provided.  If  yuu  need  mofc  fime^  you  are  welcome  fo  mail  it  in.  We  wiJit  to  hfir  from  yem! 

■  Tin  Anit  iEIS  H  jilsft  jyailjbk  far  viewing  or  ii*mitting  c«nin(ii(j  ^i  ii\z  ttDT  imbiitK  iitt^:fI'iimMimiiVff^\Hm^K_ii^irtA 

i  m  iw  prated  OH  B7« 


A?^     A     lr^I^£n+     of      m,\-^:v^-.ns    \/AUf:>y^ „ 


^  X    utapA a^- 


!imki£_&AaH^ 


-_^ey-£^Ve:^-:^om   ArA^^^Jc^ qql,  Uupy     ^5l- 


-Crir^n-ecWq.,,.       AL-L„  "  pf^vY^w^tvnVViV^ 


--fi-orn — "l^iV^n  \x\ Ank^L^ 


££a^i^ 


Plem  pr^vjJF  ]four  nam!  artif  address: 

Name:    ^hL^TLJ^Jllc^MSiL^ 


Address:  „^^}J^^m^L£j_ 


Ernail: 


PlEASl  56IWin  aii1fl£»?i  BV  OR  GEFOiir  OCTOfltfi  (,  \m 


Pkaw-  lejffe  yp^jr  tsmmEnts  with  erili^r  HDt  SkfJIingi 

Coirwily  Of  Htrrffa  icalf  at  Ik  mEeling.  nr  mail  tfl: 

Jem  A.  Riky,  PE 

Bijrtu  ChieF 

LrttirDfinntnital  tt^vites  Bureau 

H(Hil3iia  DtpjrimenE  of  TraniportitiDfl 

PO  Bm  IfllDQI  ' 

H»lf[4,HTS9«20-IOGI 


OPEN  HOUSES 

WW  -  %M  [KB 

TiItJ  FitfiBs  CtiiKr 
^:#  '  7:M  prit 


Cftittr 

puBirc  mm^ 

!e;ittA4](r  |!,20D£ 
7:00  -  ^m  pm 
Annan  Ci 
C«nEEr 


Msr 


i^ 


Letter  120,  Lila  Morigeau 


120-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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12M 


From:  www@mdt  mt.gov  [niaiUo:www@md)t.ml.govl 
Sent:  Wednesda\,  October  04,  2006  11:51  AM 
To:  MDT  Comments  -  Project 
Subject:  Comiiiont  on  a  Project  Submitted 


A  question,  comment  or  request  has  been  submitted  via  the  "Contact  Lfs"  web  page. 


Action  Item; 

Subiuined: 

Project  Commenting  On: 

Project  State  Highway  No.: 

Nearest  Town/City  to  Project: 

Name: 

Address  Utie  1 : 

City: 

State^Provitice: 

Postal  Code: 

Email  Address: 

Phone  Numbisr: 

Fax  Number: 


Comment  on  a  Project 

10/04/2006  11  ;5L10 

L]S%2093%20-%20Tlifi%20People"5%20Way 

93 

ronan 

Bonnie  Muelter 

33235  Emor>  Road 

ronan 

mt 

59864 

tafly@ronan.net 

406-675-8270 

406-675-8277 


Comment  or  Question: 
Plea^Si^  provide  a  hike  path  on  project  i;;nb744 
Ronniii  Mueller 


Letter  121,  Bonnie  Mueller 
121-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 


It    o:\proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native  files\00-0 1432-002  apxj  comment  letters  4.doc 


US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Finai  SEIS 


J-141 


Appendix  J — Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  the  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


RECEIVED 
OCT  Q  2  2006 


siratojoniak 


,/:.^ ---i-.j-^.r  ;.^..^.  .-v- i-" :.  l-z-si^'-' i"    -J        ^:  ■.  if:  !>.■.■.;,  ^-    ^    ■■■■':-^:  ^-i■^ 


122-1 


122-2 


V  us  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

mm  m  rOfc  PATLTKIPJUIN*;  JN  M  fLSUC  IHVOLVNENT  ^^Otltt^  Vouj-  ii^^lvfrnfm  is  of  great  h.'a]Lje  ro  die  profcct  ' 
team-  Uyiin  woutd  Sik<r  u^  vubmu  written  fciurricnti,  j'nlease  use  ihts  Torm  and  place  ii  in  she  foinmtfnt  -' 
boot  provided.  If  yon  neeJ  more  an>f.  ^^m  ^rt  welcome  to  Tnaii  ii  Iei.  Wt  wini  to  hwr  from  you! 


(VtMBHiU  11  br  pnfKi  CH  B744. 


r}!U*>^'s 


rd^dlddj.JS^^^^^ 


..JlLm^-^ 


'Li 


mrmm 


m^ 


:^^i^;^^^jf■^'^",•^'^'iHfr.^|»^■J|.'tti'HT" 


■'      ■      ■■:':    .    ";"'■         ■■.■.■■■-    ^-    -^       ■■'  '    . Z^'    .-■-;'■     ■    '  V'  "' '    -r- .        '  ;.v";  Jl IjnjsnJ!,  Ml 


J'teiBt  pyi^f  ITPur  nmt  and  aJdreiv 


rJcL^r5^?8Z¥^ 


Email:    Cazt^l.^i^J^-£L^t^Jy^J^t.l:. 


Conno^ll^  or  HFrrr^i  lUlE  a)  iltie  mEriin^  vr  nuiil  m 

Jtan  A.  MIf^,  PE  -i  "  ■      \ 

Bvrtiu  Chif f  '      ■  '*'"""''  ■ 

'  Envir^ifitncsl  Strvicn  Eiiffiu 

Hdtnj.ffT  J96J0-I(K)I:"  ■■■  ■   , 


Tutsda]r 

^pitmbfr  If.  m 


CtMtr 

PUBLIC  HEAKIN 

Tim  •  9(H)  prti 


twhr 

flMSin,  HT 


Letter  122,  Carolina  Myhre 

122-1. — See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 

122-2.— See  Responses  #18-2. 
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NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  FEDERATION^ 


RECEIVED 

OCT  I  a^  zm 

mmmmmu 


123-1 


123-2 


Norchcni  Rockies  Natural  Resource  Cejitci 

2J&\  IliSUJns.^i  •  MUsonla*  ME  591W2  *  Tfk  JOt.73M705  •  TaXi  106-72 1 -i"? 1 4  •  wwAv.inil. 0 1'fc 


Octobei:6^200&:     N 

RE:  Project  Clft'T^trftlhway  93  bnprovcinenl  prajecl,  Ninepipe  section,  c^niniciil&  on  dr^ft 

supptoenlal  EIS' 

...     ■  V  '     '   '■■    -r'-S  - 

Jean  Riley.  Chie^\^       v      :,  \      ^  ':;  ,  ,        -        , 

?sp>TEovironineriti^Sei^C#Bi^^^^  /'  ^J      -t^^f.' 

2^0lProspect  Ave   -^  '■  ■■ry  .      '.■■'.:'.  \'^-^---    :,*--:j?''-      '-■        "';. 

DearMs..Eiley:--^''"'i-   •   '  -  '^■'.-'^  ^' /^,^'^^.'^^n' V^         '  -■■ 

Thank  yo\i  for  the  oppormnily  tp  comment  on  thp  draft  supplemental  EIS  for  ihe  above- 


refcrericed  project; 


■'fi 


■^H. 


.ilr^^^ii    k'^.  . 


The  National  Wildlife  Fe^eratioii  was  fbmfderf  in  1956  ts  Ihc  national  voice  of  state  and  local  ^ 
coiisenation  groups,  and  has  since  emerged  as  the  nation's  foremo&t  grassroots  conservalion 
organ  izalioQ,  leading  an  intc^ated  network  of  members  and  supporters  and  47  affiliated 
organiziitions  ihrougjioot  the  United  Slates  and  its  lerritories.  W^  have  beqn  involved  with 
gri  7j.ly  bear  eoaservation  is5  uesj  in  Montana  for  ^Q  years. 

Our  primarVcpncem  over  this  section  of  the  Highway  93  project- is  to  minimize  the  effect  tliai 
ihis  project  will  have  on  the  significant  and  ecologically  fragile  wildMfe  species  in  the  Hinepipe 
area    Wildhfe  m  this  area  currently  ai^  prim  an  ly  birds  but  consideratioji  shouM  also  be  given  to 
other  wildlife  species  fifom  turtles  to  grizzly  bears.  We  conclude  that  the  project  iii  this  section 
should  be  constructed  giving  a  priority  to  wildlife  concerns  even  at  the  cost  of  making  ihc  project 
more  expensive  or  reducing  the  speed  or  conveiuenee  with  which  motorists  utilize  this  sectioj^ 

Thisreutc  of  Highway  93  through  (he  Mtnepipc  area  is  much  more  than  a  tr^sportation  corridor 
people  use  to  get  to  and  from  Flathead  Lake.  The  wildhfe  and  resource  values  of  this  area  i^re 
core  lo  the  reasons  people  choose  to  live  and  recreate  in  western  Moinaiui,  If  we  focus  only  on 
maximizing  the  efficiency  and  speed  by  whicJi  vehicles  can  move  through  this  areu  we  lisfc   ,  ,    ^ 
undercutting  values  that  are  far  more  important  in  the  long  run. 

Impacts  on  vsnldlif^  pd:pjbjably  ca3mot  be  avoided  by  aijy  pc&je^  design  but  they  can  be  ledticcd 
and  minimised    As  we  have  pi^vipusly  conimeiiled,  ovx  pTeference  is  foi  an  elevated  roadway  m 


^v;- 


Letter  123,  National  Wildlife  Federation,  Tom  France,  Esq.,  Director; 
Sterling  Miller  Ph.D.  Senior  Wildlife  Biologist 

123-1.— See  Response  #41-1. 

123-2. — See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 
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123-2 1 
Co  n't  I 

123-3  I 

123-4 


this  section  Ihat  wiU  permit  amm;ib  to  ^valk  jnd  fly  undet  it  with  &  minimum  of  hindraiicc  This 
\vas  AltemiUive  HI  in  thi:  oiigmal  EIS.  We  still  beliL-ve  that  ibis  is  the  best  approach, 

Wc  are  very  disappointed  thai  the  current  '^preferred  alternative''  includes  a  mile-long  passing 
lane  for  soulh-boitnd  traffic  in  the  sensitive  Ninepipe  i^clbnds.  The  sensitivity  of  this  area  and 
the  problems  pctscd  by  a  passing  laiie  ia  this  area  was  clearly  recogttized  m  the  Supplcmcniar>' 
EIS  but  this  recognilioM  is  ignored  in  [h&  currec^t  proposal  The  SETS  recognized  the  '*high      . . 
ecological  value  of  the  landscape  [in  Ehe  Ninc^ipc  ajrca]"  and  concluded  thiit  because  of  this 
value  "piistsing  lanes  are  not  appropriate  and  will  i>ot  be  included."    We  believe  this  original 
assessnieut  was  coiiect  and  that  if  this  alternative  is  selected  it  must  be  modified  to  eliminale  the 
passing  lane  and  have  only  2  lanes  in  this  area.  This  assessment  is  shared  by  the  ^fT  Department 
of  Fish,  Wiidhfc  and  parT<s  and  by  the  LIS  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 


Thank  ybu  for  your  considf  ration  ortoese  coimnents: 


-'^'/ 


Best  regards, 


^^iin^  Miller,  Ph.D.,  Senior  Wildlife  Biologist 


r  •■  ^' * 


*sf^ 


■   tJh-'i/X 


^h/ 


A,!».J 


M-^^i^- 


Letter  123,  National  Wildlife  Federation,  Tom  France,  Esq.,  Director; 
Sterling  Miller  Ph.D.  Senior  Wildlife  Biologist  (continued) 

123-3. — See  Response  #11-1. 

123-4. — The  document  being  commented  on  is  the  draft  Supplemental  EIS,  an 
extensive  update  of  the  1996  final  EIS  for  this  section  of  the  larger  US  93  Evaro  to 
Poison  project.  See  Responses  #11-1  &  17-2. 
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124-1; 


US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

mmm  m  mHWmm  in  the  PU&LIC  INVOLVHEMT  ritOCfiS^Ycur  involvcmcni  ts  otgrc^i  ^j]uc!  lo  [he  ^toym 
[pam.  If  you  wouEd  itke  eo  sitbnik  wricitrn  axninc^im,  pL^asf  u^  EhU  Rirrn  ;iiifj  plaice  it  iu  the  commenL 
bpM  provided,  ifyau  need  inprc  iir;c,  )^oii  arcwcEcomc  ro  mail  ir  in.  Wb  want  lo  hear  from  you! 

Tht  Draft  SEIl  ii  atu  avaibbi^  far  viiwijig  of  lubmitting  wnmeflct  i\  tht  IIDT  v^bsJ[K   hiipL//wiinf.[i3duitt£OT/pebiiiv{)lvic/cii_Eajslii]snl 
PleasE  indiate  ummenti  at  hr  pniJKt  CN  8T44. 


^dJs-  ^&&^  jj/f^  -777^  ^£tr?>tox:^  ^^£:^j^  i^At^sa^-  Ad-J?jsAA^J^_ 


new  pimd^  Tvw  {iwiF  md  addreu: 


Emil: 


PIEASE  ^UBHIT  CCNKEfflS  61 M  lEFOAE  OaOBER  j^  2i)«& 


PImt  Jeime  jour  wmmHUi  wicb  «tlwr  MDT.  SfeiHrrigi 
CknnDlly  pr  Merr^rl  itjtf  at  Ehf  JiHtdn^  cr  mill  [{t: 

}rln  A.  UiTf,  FE 

Bmvau  OfeiF 

EnvinramErrtiJ  Stfvices  Bureau 

ND[>tiiia  DqparEmEn]  oF  Tnnipixrialierr 

HdEna.  m  SfiZMiWI 


i^m 


6 


OPEN  m\m 

^plEHit^r  II,  2»( 
im  ■  8:04^  pm 
Tribit  Fibitss  [Ai»f 

iL  l^iiiui,  HT 

Tue^jr 

SEjtlMihff  l?,7a» 
4:M  -  7.-M  ptn 


iDnutr  IT 
PUBUC  F{E4tllNG 

Tnodifi^ 


HiMiin,  NT 


Letter  124,  Frank  and  Sherry  Neary 
124-1. — Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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125-1 


From:  Delic/Nowman  Agency  [tnailta^futiioti^ronan.tict] 
Sent:  Wednesday,  October  04,  2006  10:02  AM 
Toi  iiidteisrammentsiiiiiepipe(^mt.gov 
Cci  Lrenz^skillitigscoin;  Kathleen  Adanis 
Subject:  Comment  on  US93  Ninepipe/Ronan  E[S 

Please  include  a  bike/walking  path  the  entire  length  of  the  project.  The  bike  path  on  the  Poison 
portion  of  the  project  is  used  a  lot  and  adds  a  great  deal  to  the  quality  of  life  in  our  area.  It 
especially  would  be  used  in  the  more  populated  areas.  I  believe  it  is  important  to  encourage 
outdoor  exercise  in  a  safe  manner.  Even  though  the  highway  when  completed  will  be  much  safer 
for  vehicles  it  will  not  be  safer  for  pedestrians  or  bicyclists.  Let's  do  this  project  right!  llianks 
for  your  consideration.  Maggie  Newman,  371 64  Glory  Road,  Poison,  MT  59S60  (home)  and 
1211  Highway  93  Soutli,  Ronan,  MT  59S64  (business). 


Letter  125,  Maggie  Newman 
125-1. — See  Response  #3-1 
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126-1 


Comment  Eo I* 


US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

THANK  IfOU  m  PARTICtPAnNG  lit  THE  PtiaUC  INVQLIfllEHT  ?mim  Vour  Jnvokftnfiu  is  ol'grc^t  vaki^  to  tki^  projirct 
fcam.  ]f  V101I  would  Jtltc  to  subnik  wriiicci  comincnt^,  please  use  rhis  form  and  place  k  in  ihe  comment 
box  pruvjjfj.  If  yuu  inrcd  more  timCj  yau  arc  wielcouic  tfi>  mail  it  in.  We  want  to  hcflr  frnm  \THf\ 

Thft  Orafi  il\i  u  adu  aviibdilt  far  vJEwit^  or  uibtnitting  caninEnti  a  ti*t  HDT  mbsilt:  linpci'/wwwjTi(ltjnt£ov/pu[Mnvalv»/Eis_»a.shitnl 
Fleait  iMlkaK  (VHmeHi!  art  for  pn^pta  CM  0}44. 


^i^^r      .^^    ^X    t:^    /Z^  J>  ^//..^.^  f^B^^A^^^    /g/^ 
X-C^':-'^-   ^^77lA^     /N^XI.^  ,«^  .  ,^y^i.  -  -  -    —     ^'^^"  ^^- 


g- 


^ 


rie^  piwfdt  jrcir  it 


e  and  i<fdrts£ 

Name;    :37^/J^r  D^H  ^ .,  .  ,     . ,.    ,, 


Cranelly  or  Hff  rera  si  J  Jt  Eht  nie«4iii^  cr  mail  ik 


Email: 


BurEKi  Chief 

Ehir^nwiial  S^rvicH  Biireau 

ftontuia  (^EfurlinEnc  af  Tr3:ni|Hrtalion 

PO  Bq«  lOIOOl 

Hflet«,HTS»«&-lC&l 


L.... 


EDHNSLI 


OPEN  KOIKES 

ijOQ  ■  Mia  ^ 
Tribll  riUHU  CtfH«r 
^  l^hs.  HI 

TtftidT^ 

4jDD  -  7jD0  ^ 


HonaNT 
HieLIC  HEARING 

kptFobtr  It.  ttlDi 

Raun  DorniiMirgf 

Rgnan,  HT 


Letter  126,  Jane  Ochs 

126-1. — See  Response  #5-1  and  11-1. 
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127-1 


127-2 


From:  Brigid  &  Art  [nijiillo:curlybird@charlo.tict] 
Sent:  Sunday,  October  01.  2006  I L23  PM 
To:  indle  iscomjiientsn  itiepipe(ff:mt.  gov 
Cc:  lrctii;!i:fi;skilliiigs.coiii;  Kathleen  AdaniE 
Subject:  Comment  on  US93  Ninepipe/Ronan  E[S 

As  a.  longtime  resident  of  tlie  Mission  Valley,  and  a  public  health  nurse  for  the  county,  I  am  in 
awe  of  how  mucli  active  use  I  have  observed  on  the  bike/walk  path  in  the  Poison  area.  We  have 
identitled  obesity  as  one  of  the  worst  public  health  threats  to  this  nation,  and  I  am  so  pleased  to 
see  an  invitation  to  better  health  being  built  riglit  along  the  93  roadway,  hi  the  form  of  the 
bike/walk  path.  I  was  so  disappointed  to  discover  that  the  path  was  no!  planned  to  extend  south 
of  Ronan,  and  am  writuig  you  to  consider  including  a  bike/ walk  path  south  of  Ronan  to  St. 
Ignatius  or  even  Arlee.  I  see  5  very  brave  bicyclists  commuting  to  on  Hgwy.  93  each  morning 
between  Charlo  ;ind  Pablo.  It  k  only  lime  before  someone  gets  killed  by  a  vehicle.  In  this  lime 
of  global  warming,  soaring  gas  prices,  and  obesity,  I  implore  ^-ou  to  consider  adding  a  safe  path 
along  which  citizens  can  safely  travel  through  the  valley  on  bicycle  or  fool. 

1  also  wish  to  register  my  vote  as  preferring  option  ^7  of  the  plans  tlirougli  the  N  inepipe  corridor, 
as  it  proves  the  least  threat  lo  wildlife  of  all  llic  option  presented. 

iTiank  you  for  your  time, 

Crratefully. 

Brigid  OX^onnor  RN 

54501  Gallagher  Rd. 

Charlo,  MT  59824 

C40G)  644-2291 


Letter  127,  Brigid  O'Connor,  RN 

127-1.— See  Response  #3-1. 
127-2.— See  Response  #5-1  &  11-1. 
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128^1 


128-2 


128-3 


^ 


RECEIVED 

OCT  0  &  2006 
ENVIRONMENTAL 


Otlober  3, 2006 

Jim  Lynchj  Din&ctor  -  MDT 

and 

JeaiiRiby/ProiectCNB744 

MDT  Eiiviroimieiital  Setvice& 

2701  Prospect  Ave 

P  O.Box2moO]  .    ::   :.. 

Hdena,  Ml  59620-1001  ■■■^•^  ,■<::>':  ■        ^   ■ .      ■■        ■,:  ..■.-.,.■  J     - 

"V^    ■;■■•,.■   '     Z;:-^^   ^  .   ":^'     .  .  ■     '  1   '/    ■    ■    -. ./    .,^ 

Dear  Jira,  .  .  ■    • 

I  ain  writing  coiicemiiie  ihe  proposed  Nighujiy  93  ex  pans  ion  b  the  Niiiepipe.  Ronan  area.  As  1  landcrstand  it, 
tlie  MDT  preferred  alternative  for  this  section  qjhigliway  include5  a  high-speed  passing  lane    THIS  IS  THE 
WRONG  SPOT  FOR  SPEEDING  TRAFFIC,  Wtldlilb  movi  between  ilie  Miission  Mountains  ^nd  ihe 
Flathead  Ri  v^r  through  the  Ninepi  jk  wi  I  dli  fe  ]Tianageinent  I  ands  and  a  hi  gh  speed  pa  &5  in  g  lane  wj  1 1 
drajnaticalh-  increase  wildlife  riiortality  under  this  proposal,  Pa^sinp  lanes  here  are  noi  appropriate  and  ghould 
not  be  in  the  reconstruction  proigct.  ,       /; 

What  is  needed  in  this  section  of  roadway  h  an  elevated  highway  that  would  allow  safe  passage  of  wildH;^,.: . ' 
from  one  side  of  the  road  to  the  other  umier  the  road    Any  tiling  short  of  this  is  wrong  and  extrenteiy  :^;;: ;  y , 
shortsiEhted.  Wildlife  is  one  of  MontanaVs  most  cherished  assets.  We  need  to  insure  their  safety.         ^^     '^ S^ 

In  a  related  matter,  last  month  I  had  visitors  from  out  of  state  who  drove  into  KaBspell  and  told  me.  hovV  the# 
had  driven  through  several  states  and  saw  very  little  road  kill  until  the  last  3  5  miles  of  their  journey  along  the 
u-est  side  of  Flathead  Lake  into  Kalispell.  They  were  appalled  by  the  number  of  dead  animals  along  Highway 
93.1  would  have  liked  to  tell  them  thai  this  is  unusual,  except  thai  I  know  it  is  not.  I  enjoy  driving  but  1  dread 
the  beginning  and  end  of  each  trip  driving  Flathead  County  roads -especially  highway  9j!  With  the  width  of 
pavement  and  speed  that  vehicles  travel  this  highway  there  is  no  way  that  anything  can  cross  from  one  side  to 
the  other  safely.  (Wliat  e>5actly  were  the  idiots  that  designed  this  liighway  thinking  of?)  Driving  into  Kalispell 
Sunday  night  i  countjed  the  remairis  of  5  deer.  4  skunks  and  several  other  animals  too  mutilated  to  ideniil^ -on 
the  east  side  of  the  road  aloriC.  This  is  a  disftraccE 

MLEASE!  THE  ANSWER  TO  THIS  PROBI.KM  IS  MTT  A  I^ERSON  TO  RETRIEVE  ANIMAL 
C  A  RC  AS  S  E  S.     Wh  A  t  is  needed  he  re,  tike  the  NincpinLVRunan  area,  a  re  wild  life  undi'rpa  sses  a  nd  fences 
tu  funnel  the  wildlife  through  them.  Expensive,  yes.  but  Vt\\  \\itc  much  cheaper  in  the  lonj*  run  than  the 
sum  total  of  vehicle  repairs  incurred  in  wildlife  collisions     Wildlife  collisions  arc  surely  the  number  jine 
I  o;kI  huAard  in  Montana.    Not  to  mention  ihe  lisk  to  vehicle  occupant,^    In  this  last  year  Miere  \\iw^  been 
itirce  hunKin  fatal itus  in  the  Flathead  area  resulting  i'rom  wildtife  collisions. 

Thanks  for  your  time  and  con^  i  deration  of  this  n  j^t^cr.  Be  st  w  ishem^  andyour  family »  Jiml  - 


Susanne  Measure  0  Connor 
645  7th  Ave  East 
Kalispell,  Ml.  5?901 


^ 


Letter  128,  Susanne  Measure  O'Connor 

128-1.— See  Response  #11-1. 

128-2.— See  Response  #5-1  &  11-1. 

128-3. — All  of  the  proposed  alternatives  include  at  least  5  crossings  (bridges  and 
culverts)  at  major  systems  in  the  corridor  and  approximately  12  additional  wildlife 
crossing  culverts  within  the  11.2  mile  project  length.  The  use  of  structures,  culverts, 
or  overcrossings  is  based  on  terrain  as  well  as  the  identification  of  wildlife  migration 
routes  and  patterns. 
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RECEIVED 

us  93  NINEPIPE  /  IIONAN  IHPROVtHENT  PROJECT 

■'  '  mmw  m  pwtkipiiikg  ih  Tift  pu&lic  mmm  fmm  Vo..t iiivoivcme»t h iyt^^e^i  v,it,jc lu  ihc prc^jco  ■ ;  ^  ^ 

-.-      tc.u.  If  you  .^'Ol1ld  like  10  siLbn.k  wntt^.i  cnmr..e»ls,  pt..«  ust  this  fcrm  an^  ^1^^=  it  "^  t].e  cam-n^.u  ,^ ,  ^.      . 

^      .W  ptoviJeJ.  IfyQu  need  more  lirnr.  yon  ;icr  welct>i.i.  lo  niiil  it  in.  Wc  w.ni  lo  hrar  nron.  yot.?  ;      ... 

^■'  ^  Ofali  iElS  b  .h«  *-iiliM.  M  .rwing  .r  sJt^mmt  """"'^-'^  ^  ^  "'*^  ^^l^i"^  btt|);yArww.iiidi«ti^.^iAiiiv(M^i._fi.iln4  ^^  ^i     ;- : 

V  '^-I^Vj                                               Wsm*  irdicali  vsmttH  ars  for  pj"'  "^^^  *'^*'  ;    :LI  .    / 


129-1 


l3£LA--.t^^Ser^L^--iX).L5skii^^ 


::;^;^;i^._^„^B\BY^^^  ] 


_4>EptiC£iic  -Ixor^ 


z&nt 


iUXrAuj^^^ 


lA^ 


.^f^ 


,«>'. .(,«.  ^>  /  ft'  ■ 


PlHSt  Isavf  yflur  iMinienli  wiih  phher  HOT,  SkillRigt 


rie«e  providf  jfnur  tame  jrJ  addiHs:  ..^       ^     ^ 


Nt^tbgr 

Itplin^t  It.  ^DOi 
4:{l«  -  ^M  w 
InM  ficnm  CtntF 
^.  Iptiiim.  Hi 

Tiw/dif 

;:IH  r  MM  pn 


Email:    ^-..^ .-^ ^-^ ■"-■ — - 

ivmi  mm  mmv^  ^  ^i  fltfofit  ^^fioBER  6.  mot 

^_ t* 

MS*         -'J 


KdHtani  Drpartmifl  aT  Trar^ijoptali^n 
Mm,  MT  5?6JM0IH      -      't 


(4Di)  444- 7124        ... 

<9NNaLLi 


J 


Ctntff 
Honan.  MT 

[>UeilC  KEARlfl- 

ItpJtmlHr  W.,IOC 
PlOI  -  »(tD  pin 


Letter  129,  Carol  Onsager 
129-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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(%o 


RECEiVED 

OCT  I  0  20Q6 


;  us  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

}mim  EOfl  PAHlCtPAHMG  IN  THE  miK  fNWJt^MENT  PWCEW  Yft,]r  nivolvifEiiriit  H  ofgrcai  vilue  [o  ihe  proiecr 
leani.  If  jou  woul^i  Ihfcc  lo  snlinnit  wriucn  comments^  plcaj*  i>sc  Ehi.^  fnnti  arkl  [jla«  it  in  the  comn^eiu 
■  ...box  pravi^ltti.  If  you  i>ctJ  moic  [imf,  j-tm  src  wcltimie  lo  nni]  h  in.  We  warn  ro  hear  from  yon! 

"Tji  Sfifl  S|!!-.B  abs  s>Mk  lor  niwiHi  or  iiibHiiUinj,  commniis  at  idt  MDI  iwfciiie;  Utfcfi^ffWwmiiJnii&fi^btmhtfmjiriUjA 


130-1    ^:^ 


3SZa^C£^&T3£rd:_™.dE CQ  ussi^Dn^  A/a  1  \ey  ^ 


■.:.  .-.^     4^    -b    .■ 


T   ^.lArv^     A       R\RF/ljALW\\0£  path  , 


AiPppiT/tVe     frf%m>   Av/^ffLs:^^.-...[!atx_^yija:y     ^^ 


7jr.\->ri^cWf; 


3 


f\i  i  .         n7^vv^v^nK^Vvtf'<; 


fro'^^    "y^T^v^  -Vr\     Ar^ee 


ilaOMZAii^ 


tJfFlW       ai.-.iM,*<Lft7    ^'    ^'' 


^^■■^ 


r  ^-^^-.M^^ 


nEist  pnond^ifHir  untB  and  idditn: 

Name:     (_X1^  O/ltl/r!). 


Hcnlana  Di^vlnntnt  q(  Trap^portilion 


Emails    .„ 


^   _ D 


^JP  c own 01  it  ' 


■  -\*^. 


Dr[H  iiousts 

tntil  ricnfu  (tihlfi 
U  lEnaEius,  YA 

4-00  -  I:DO  f  m 

FlfBUC  flEAKlHG 

Sf pltmhr  If.  int 
7:tn  -  ?.0D  ^ 


Cfnjltf 


Letter  130,  Callie  Orien 
130-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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131-1 


131-2 


131-3 


m 


mc-  -^-  .■■■■■  ■  ■  >.■  .-V 


MASTER  RLE 
COPY 


I 


i     ! 


RECEIVED 

SEP  2  I  ;006 

eNVIRONMENTAi. 


:^^r  (JS  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAfJ  INPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

^ ;^-  P'^^'^'^"-  "'  you  need  rnofe  time  you  are  .^TtMmr  ro  mail  it  in,  We ^^.m  co  ht.r  from  yoii! 

;-r,,^  Tlis  Srafi  S£f5  s  a|«  ^d>^  fcr  ^virg  cf  »ib™»in^  ,mwmt,  ^  m  HDT  wrbifc   h(ip://v^.m*t.^i.jfl,^f^i«wolvf/t,i_f4.sJ,Eral 
ftiast  JrnTitan  ccrarrinH  ait  ior  jjiDJtn  CN  e?4^ 

{     iJf^^f.    /?nf     SflLL     So     rn^roy      i/i^MNouJ^^^  _J 

\     Jl^.   k^VE    ^.Bif   s^^y  /3^^rw0^^pt,pt>A,mp  ^    0ViJl!,6~K 

lU     rb  TO  rv ff/r^  /? .  z iCAr.rtUltJ  /he a ^^_^ ^  T^rM/^^ u^'jhc^ 
:^^^n  V.  jAj^,  ,r^  {.£>  /f.m^  k^  -F&^.mjfj^  ^'^^//  r/^^  /  co 


OPEW  HOUSES 

i:(H)  '  ^M  pm 
^.  Ijjfiaiitri,  rtT 


■-[  .        PlfJlt  provide  -tint  name  Jld  addreu-  "^l#aw  \t:^flM,/...n.n,.^,        ^L     ■  u      unr  fi   11- 


Ple^it  provide  jfCijr  name  Jid  Jddrest: 


'  Addres!^: 


7P  <f70     /fUJ/       f3 


nm  mm  mm\^  tf  on  oEfo^E  ooobei  t  isk 


jein  A.  Riley,  PE 

Siireiu  Oiiil 

Environnitinul  Iervic«  Euitiu 

Honianj  Dfparrmfni  of  Tr^inifvcaiiiiA 

PO  fttr  JOICISI 

ilflerj.  HT  S*63{1I30I  ;■ 


'  ^ip«(nnbtr  I?,  I(HM 
4:«  -  JM  p» 

imtt 
Icnan,  Kl 

F'UairC  HEARKfG 

$«pI»in|Mr  14.  ]»( 
7:Dfl  ■  i-M  pm 

■    lisn;4.m 


f^  SKIlLlhCl 


Letter  131,  Don  Owen 

131-1. — The  Preferred  Alternative  #3  will  be  a  2-lane  road  with  a  northbound 
climbing  lane  in  front  of  your  property.  Turns  into  your  approach  can  be  made  from 
either  direction.  Due  to  a  wider  roadway  it  should  be  possible  to  make  turns  from 
either  direction. 

131-2. — The  intent  of  the  irrigation  relocation  planned  for  your  site  is  to  replace  its 
function  in  kind.  During  the  final  design  phase  the  designers  will  work  with  you  to 
find  an  acceptable  remedy. 

131-3. — As  with  the  irrigation  issue,  during  the  final  design  phase  the  designers  will 
work  out  a  solution  to  the  right-of-way  and  fencing  issues. 
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:^&\  f]  n  [ 


n 


TOf 


RECEIVED 

OCT  i  0  2Q05 

Ikmmente 


US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  iHPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

^^'  |]IUIK!H}U  m  mwmm  an  TME  PUeUC  IMVOlWFFff  ?!!■!)[££;!  Yo»r  i]ivflh-cii>e<ii  is  offsrcat  v,iUic  (p  the  project 
l^  ■  team.  ir>r]Li  ^vuidd  like  ro  submit  wfjcccii  ojHuiitiitE,  please  use  i\n$  Curin  aiiJ  pla«  k  tn  tIic  cfiiniinenr 
'^'     ■    boa  pravitled.  If  you  need  more  iime,  you  arc  lyctctKne  lo  mail  ii  in.  We  want  to  licar  From  jlju! 

-  ^'  IIk  Dtafi  SLti  is  ilsa  avaiijhk  fer  vitwing  or  Hiirmuina  (cmmiins  si  ihe  KBT  wbiile;  liH()r//mrtr.mdi.ffli^(w/piibifl¥(ili»/!ii_ti.sht™l 


132-1 


■As-^6^-r^&uler^L^.Q£-...  rn7^kIi::L--Va,Ue^-- 


^_3:^^^^ioi_-^L EifcE/^ 


_^^i£jpi 


^r^Vt' :{^r!a_AviA^ 


_Ci2tiQfLtfeL. 


1 


7\i   1  PnvTnVY^t^^.VV\eS 


■l^':-^- 


tm    i^r^rr^     p^\<.Dr>>  -\^      Arle^ 


■% 


I^^^i 


_4:C^. 


CH^ 


f Ifwe  prgrirf* 


/j^^C 


nift  ^ur  ram  and.jMtS' 
Addrejs:      ./j.Ai^.^...Ai^if s^ti 


EinaiJ:     ....__ , ._ -"— 

L_.... _..;*  . 


F1ra»  If »i  your  cHiifnEnti  widi  iti^tr  HPT,  Jkillin^ 
[«itHill]r  or  Ihrrerj  sla^  it  lbf  m%<js\%  «r  nail  Lo: 

jtan  1  kite^.  PE 

Ctirtju  Cdid 

£[Tvironnifr|3J  ^Frvi<FS  Hurtau 

H«nLiits  [tFparbnifPl  af  Iranport^liQn 

r€«ot  ^OICOF 

Helens.  HI  5?iI0-iD(ll  ;S 


^(V*  >  t 


OPEH  HOU^fi 

'   Initial  Filmi  L?nln 
Jr.  Ignarius,  HI 

^unAtr  I?,  iO<l( 
4K}()  -  ?:0»  pni 
Koniri  Cpmmg[P-1]f 
Cenl»r 
MfllP,  MT 

Wm.  BEARING 

Jtpurr^r  1^  2QD« 


r3   SKKLFNC*_ 

_jy  conwolit" 


Letter  132,  Kay  Palmer 
132-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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RECEIVED. 

■qh  0  4  im 

:NV[ftONV.ENTAL 


■'%'} 


lufiM^H  Fit, 


US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 


.THiKlttOU  m  ?kKi:\mm  IH  IHE  ?mi\t  INVOLVWENT  process'  Vour  involvtJiicnr  i^  tjl  yxc.^i  v'slut;  [o  rln?  profca 
tL-ain.  IfyOLJ  u'ciuld  likf  [O  subniiT  wricccil,  conuneJUS,  [j3(;Ji^  use  [W\s.  ionu  m<.\  [iluc  '\i  in  t1  ic *.-oni ril en r 
bcix  pioviJi-il.  n\>^^  "^"^''^  '"'^'^'^  ^i'^if'  >'^^^  ^^^  wclmine  lo  mail  it  in.  Wc  WhIhc  to  ItCAr  trocn  von' 


nif  Dr^N  Jt[S  ii  afsa  jvalishlt  for  .«iEwin|  or  iubttiiiiing 


St  the  tlW  wtlHi 
are  Icr  pmiKt 


-foe  iMklikteH  Qtr^i3CJ^l^C\^ 


133-1 


^gEiob^Y> 


mt 


is^U^feRiet. 


3teScm7?m^^5«p 


fltasf  pffl'i'iilf  ypsr  nsmf  ind  j<Ur(is: 


Address: 


Pfcasi  1es«  jouf  cDmiufnii  wiili  tiilief  NDT,  ikllin|! 
Cjifiiult|r  or  Htir-erl  iialf  ^l  li^e  meeling,  ir  msjl  id: 
■jort  *.  Itif*y.  PE         ■ 

M[>ntan»  D«(i3r[nienl  «f  TpnspQrCiitlori 


H06)  4^^^73ia  ,.. 


0?EH  HOUSfS 
Nan% 

kpLEFiibrr  1^3:0(^6 
^  -.  B:(»  p 
liifejl  l^iJncsb  Ctnti^ 

1tpttf^|]«f  19,  m« 

Cfntir 
F.6risn,  liT 

PUBIK  liEAKING 

Up[tmb4r  1fJD^^ 
7.D0  '  f.tfi  prti 
ftuian  tfltnmjiiy 
CtMtr 


m 


f^r 


Letter  133,  Carolyn  Pardini 
133-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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134^1 


:.;^.. 


RECEfVED 

OCT  1  0.2006 

..._-...  ^meilEsm 

.::■.:.::    JJS  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IHPROVEHENT  PROJECT 

THAitK m  m  mmmm  in  the  mm  \mmm  mtm'. \w.n  ii-.v^.f-a^iu'iiE  \5  cvf^/caf  value  ro  i\k  piojat 

(caiii.  IfyoiL  ^vtmJd like-  lit  siiE>ink  ^vjjrtLii  C(>tJi(]ifri[.>;K  ptfjist  L].^f  cliis  ^oicn  .tchI  plfi^r  it  in  r!n"  c*:iiTiincrjT 
bex  provided.  Ify&u  n.<rcd  more  iimc,  you  nrc  wctccutic  co  mail  Lt  in.  Wl-  ^v;%iu  lo  Ekmi  fiihcn  >i>u^ 

pH  Drilt  SEIS  ri  afyi  jvj-ljlilt  rot  vis^hng  n  iiibrnlulnj  <oniininu  ji  M  HDT  vitbiitf;  li!Ep:i'/'^^.iiKlc.[ii(.gov/paki^Dly«/fi5_fca.jli![n1 
PItait  indiale  ttmnHfltt  are  lor  prefELt  CN  1144 


L^i:Ui3Gn:e^&)Q 


3 


:feom  -^3:il3l>txJ:3i_,™&Jcl^d_ 


-^a^"^ 


'ATM 


Nairn: 
Addreu: 


Email: 


3^ 


PJiSif  'Ifjvf  )(?i;r  i&rnni?n[5  •it\a  eJthff  MDT,  Skillin^s 
([uihII/  nr  Hti^era  si^lf  ^]  ih?  metiing,  or  mait  id: 
|WtvA.Ril(ir,.l'E 


■l  i'_U^  L^'i      f  r    '■  I .^ZlLu-iiy.      Eru'lrdnmirtlal  Services  lureju 


PE£ASE  ^tiEHn  CDNHEHn  fi  OA  B£fOf!E  £0)££A  «.  lOU 


i^tmm  Dtportnnttit  ol  IraciipDrutioii 
HJIottlOIIMI 

.  (40*)  4^1-?2?8 


OPEIJ  HOUSES 

^tjittflibtr  I3;.]6DJ 
i:OI  -  e;(H)  pm 
ff^aJ  fimuE  (tnitf 
II  l^nlliul.  Ht 

^ffl)  -  IrOC  pm 
tfnan  ((oimund)' 
fitnltt 
i/s\tn,  Ml 

PUBUC  mtmr, 

Upltrr^r  If,  200^ 
}M  -  tlfl  pm 
B.^»n  ConiimiiiiCf 
Cenifi 
ham,  hT 


Letter  134,  Sheri  Perry 
134-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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RECEIVED 

OCT  i  0  2006 


l^^i-K. 


PHEASANTS 


mmmnmm 


135-1 


stj^l 


:      MISSIOKVAHiY#154 


^Si^  ^^'  ■'■■■  ''■'-''^" '  f*'»**?^.*^*s;<T?f  sut^"*^" 

U n vironmentiil  Serv ices  Bureau  ' ■   ^  ■'"' ",]'  '       \ ''  '  ;; ' '' ' ^   '■    '  ;f ^ ^ ". ^ >  .^ _ ;^.  ^  _  ^ 

Montana  Departititjnt  of  Tfansponation  ""    ■''  *  .'      ■  "'■  i-'    ^ 

2701  Pmsp^cl  Ave,  Box  201001 
Helena  >lmtana5%204001  ^, 

(40^j[  444-7228 


S  ubject :    US  9 j  M  inepipt  Nat  ional  Wi  Id  1  i  fe  Refuge  and  assoc  iatcd  Wi  Idlife  Management 
Areas  and  Waierfow]  Production  Areas. 


Dear  Ms.  Riley; 


.o*v^::i.  iiir.m\  ^  s'V  "4^^  .  -^f 


The  MiiiSJon  Valley  Chapter  of  PKcasants  Forever  is  the  oldest  chapter  of  ihis  National' 
organiKalion  in  Montana  (20  years)  and  h  one  of  the  most  active  chapters  in  America. 
We  maintain  over  1 30  paid  members  and  we  have  had  significant  impact  on  fish  and      ; 
wildlife  in  the  Mission  Valley,    We  have  partnered  with  the  Montana  Department  of 
Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  acquire  land  for 
nesting  birds  of  all  kinds.    We  have  also  been  vcj^^  active  partners  with  the  Confederated 
Salish  and  Kootenai  Tribes  in  efforts  to  restore  several  streams/ri^'e^s  in  the  valley. 
including  Ronan  Spring  Creek,  Stinger  Creek,  Mud  Creek  and  Marsh  Creek.     We 
recently  facititaied  the  purchase  of  land,  wrote  grwits  to  help  others  purchase  land  and 
have  actively  participated  in  the  political  process  to  coi^vinc<j  decision  makers  to  purchase 
land  in  the  Ninepipe/Mission  Valley  Area  for  wildlife. 

I  give  you  this  brief  histor>'  so  that  you  may  understand  we  liave  a  stake  in  the  design  of 
Highway  93  through  this  '"Nauonal  Treasufie"  of  land  and  critters. 

Our  membership  board  and  myself  are  very  concerned  by  the  preferred  alternative  which 
proposes  to  widen  and  build  a  southbound  passing  lane  right  through  the  most  sensitive 
portion  of  the  entire  Ninepipe  ecosystem.    What  could  you  be  thinking??? 

Surely  the  fine  engineers  of  MDOT  can  do  better  than  this.    Any  logical  decision  maker 
who  has  both  the  safety  needs  and  the  environment  in  mind  could  find  a  better 
alternative.     We  would  sugge&t  that  if  you  believe  safety  demands  a  southbound  passing 
\ms-  somewhere  through  the  Ninepipe  ecosystem  that  you  bring  the  four  lane  on  further 
south  out  of  Ronan  to  just  north  of  Beaverhead  lane.    If  you  need  another  southbound 


Letter  135,  Pheasants  Forever,  Mission  Valley  Chapter, 
Jim  Ploskunak,  President 

135-1. — See  Response  #11-1. 
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135-1 
Con't 


135-2 


passing  lane  then  put  on£  m  Po&t  Creek  htll  along  side  the  nortlibound  passing  lane.  If  a^;-.v^. 
northbound  passing  lane  on  Post  Creek  bill  meets  all  criteria  for  your  balancing  act  then         1 
why  docsi^ '  t  a  southbound  meet  your  criteria  also?    We  see  that  you  have  d  i  vided  th?         ^^ 
hiigb  way  in  your  Post  Creek  Hill  aJtemative  to  'bdepeiident  Alignment",     Why  not  just 
keep  the  two  passing  lanes  together  and  make  a  four  lane  in  this  segment  to  meet  yow 
safety  needs.    Why  make  the  footprint  so  large  by  making  an  "Independent  Alignineuty? 

We  have  attcnopted  to  give  logic  to  our  proposed  modifieation  of  your  proposed 
alternative,    ff  j-ou  want  to  be  known  as  the  agency  who  is  "engineering  smart''  and 
'environment  smart"  then  we  suggest  you  consider  our  comments.    OtlierwJse  your  huge 
expenditure  of  time  and  effort  to  produce  this  SEIS  appears  to  have  sent  you  off  into^   .. 
some  illogieal  ilunking  &x>m  which  you  have  balanced  criteria  that  do  not  weigh  ^h*'*^^ 
same.  .  J.  r 

From  the  beginning,  safety  was  the  reason  for  need  to  rebuild  the  highway    From  the  ■ 
beginning,  Ninepipe  was  the  most  wildlife  and  wetland  sensitive  segment  of  the  50  < 
miles  of  Ibis  preject.   Ninepipe  is  where  the  grizzly  bears  most  frequent,  it  is  where  your 
owii  studies  show  the  most  birds  arc  killed  by  ten  fold.    It  is  the  place  where  hirtles  arc 
killed  and  yet  yon  propose  to  huny^  traffic  along  by  providing  a  passing  lane  right  through 
the  best  of  the  best  of  Ibis  wildlife  haven. 


:v^M  ^^.-ffigKi 


Someone  must  retlunk  this  cve]i  if  politics  got  you  here! 


Jmi 


il/vCi 


'\^-ft'.: 


mi  Ploskiinak 
Piiesidcnt  Mission  Valley  Chapltr 


Letter  135,  Pheasants  Forever,  Mission  Valley  Chapter, 
Jim  Ploskunak,  President  (continued) 
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Montana  Dept  of  Transportation 
htelena,  MT 

Re:   CNB74A 


Dear  Ms  Rifey, 


sep  a  s 

mi 

'''Chi.'  61^4 


I  am  one  of  the  unlucky  people  who  get  to  drive  Highway  93  most  of  the  time 
making  two  trips  daily,  at  least  5  days  weekly  hauling  fuel  in  a  petroleum  tanker  between" 
Missoula  and  Kalis  pell   Why  the  Highway  Department  would  even  look  at  any  other 
alternatives  besides  a  lour  lane  high  way  in  this  area  is  hard  for  me  to  understand.   I  am  well 
aware  of  the  hazards  on  this  road  and  tanker  trucks  are  not  always  abEe  to  flow  with  the  traffic 
Putting  in  passing  lanes  is  not  the  answer  to  the  making  the  highway  that  much  safer.  The 
vehicle  count  on  US  93  most  def initiy  justifies  a  four  lane  highway  all  the  way  through, 
in  cEuding  the  smatle  r  citi  es  and  towns .  1  h  aye  n  eve  r  tai  ked  to  o  ne  person  th  at  d  oes  not 
su  pport  this  idea   t  think  it  is  time  to  q  uit  h  old  i  ng  heari  ng  s  and  get  o  n  with  th  e  bui  Id  ing 
prog  ram .  Thank  you  for  you  r  consi  d  e  ration  in  this  manne  r 


Mark  Potra^ 
Somers  (iiflT 


COPY 


Letter  136,  Mark  Potraz 

136-1.— See  Responses  #1-1, 11-1,  and  13-8. 
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137-1 


137-2 


US  93  NINEPiPE  /  ROMAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROjEa 


TIUSETOD  foil  f^ElTIGWIIHIi  Iff  M  PV&Lli:  1N1K)LVH£NT  Pft&tESW  Voui  Hivolvctiieni  is  ofgtciir  vduc  lo  Th^^rjij^O"["[^p^'  \^l[J_ 
team.  IfyOu  wiouJci  like  to  sLibiJi.J^  wiii^u  conanients,  pieAse  use  this  ttjrni  and  place  \i  in  the  CDnirnent   ,«j^-.  f*jvpj 
box  prtivid«i.  If  ycni  ruMd  more  tiin*,  vwii  arc  wcltome  to  miji]  it  rn.  Wc  want  to  htar  froni  j^^^ .1  Vj^l*?  fc     I 


T^t  Draft  SEIS  is  also  wi\Wt  for  vttwir|  or  subatilnlni  corniwjijj  at  iht  HD!  wtbslit  ftcif ://lrprt■JTld^ml.p/p^lWfw*lw/tlI_*ail(tITll 
Plfaw  iwiicii*  Mtiirnflli  am  fof  prcjset  CN  174^. 

.j2^^±^Si«::^ .™^ .^_ ^ .--^.  ■ 


_Ld£isb£^s>t£^££±: 


...^    ^y  .s^s^.;...^.^^^  i^^^i^S^^;^^-^  ^j:^ 


-REeetvED- 


QCT  OS  ^OpL 


"EIWIRDWRIENTSC" 


Name:    ^A^c^^^L:£u^ 


Address:    -^-^^ '^ 


|esn  i  Jlilty.  PE 
=*.m£^    Bureau  Chfff 


Email: ^ 


tlgiiljna  DipaFtrtK^jii  tl  Trjituptftifien 

PO  Bm  201^1 
IMtna.HiS9&!0-ia!}1 

5 


tm  mii\ 


kW  ■  IM  pm 
Tribil  Fi{nt»  CfntE« 
^1.  Ei^nbi,  Hi 

kpiimttf  I?,  2Wi 
^:D(^  -  ^.lOil  pm 
Igrun  Cpniiiuisitgf 
EtnSfr 

PUBLIC  HEAiilKCI 
m  ^  m  pm 


Ct>ler 


smiLLiirci 


Letter  137,  Jack  Puckett 
137-1.— See  Response  #17-2. 
137-2.— See  Response  #103-1. 
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136-1 


138-2 1 


'3. 


II       ,;  US  9!  NINEPIPE  /  KONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJEQ 

•  THWfKroU  m  PARTlCiPATiNC  1N  TH£  ?mi  INVOtVHENT  HQCm  Your  mvohtmtnt  is  of  greai  vaJurro  rh*  iJro|ect  ■ 
iMJti.  IfytJL!  lA-^^uJd  ]j[£c  ro  j-Libmir  w-rirrcn  coiiiniej-sis.  plt^sc  \kc  rhii  foitii  and  pl^cc  n  in  rlic  tomment  ■■. ' 
bmt  provided.  If  >ou  iiecd  more  linif,  yftu  arc  wctcoinc  lo  Eiiajj  it  in.  Wc  w^nt  [o  he^ir  f^om  j-ou! 

Tdt  Ihfi  SEIS  n  alsa  wailiUc  lor  viiviingor  submEttwe  cMnnienci  ai  d*  HDT  wbsrt*:  h[rp://inh*r,iTKjLmr£«/p^J)im^Jhrj_^ei5_(j^a^^^ 
■'■'  ■ : v; .]/,  '.'-'.'■  '"■■  --i'  ■  ■-"  ■■^V  ■■■      'fW  iiKliui!  (Mnment  m  for  p«ij(«  01  B7^J|.  .      -  ■ : ■  ""■^- '.■  * ^j? ;? '^ ■' 


RECEIVED 

OCT  1  0  2006 


'■ """ ' "^ —  — ' — Nd^'^^^"^ — '^—     ■  ■■     ■■■■■' 


^C—  - 

A^         rn^i                 . 

d^'^  i. 

4..-^.-^  '^.■.HM.*ife4^llzii**J'Jl  U'tA  ^ 


T#J" 


■^4^ 


?k3it  pnrrjilt  yvur  nime' and  ^dn^ 

Ham*:    yioAjS,  Qgg^^  

Email:    _„_„_ ._^_^_^ 


piE>SE  syefflT  oortKENTs  By  OR  mm  nmm  i.  im 
,_ # 


f l4an  kitt  fawf  Mrannjus  witi  t\t\ut  HDT,  Jltillirigs 
Cormftll]f  cr  Hfirwa  staff  ai  (he  mstjHi^jjr  miil  (« 

lur«u  Chiel  .  .    "  : 

ftr^ronnitncaE  ^trtka  fluneau 
Hi^ntwij  Dtfiuitnanr  gt  TnnijiordtJDi] 

Hfffni,  NT  i*i3&-IO(H    .■  ^^^''■• 


OPEN  mm^ 

S4plHlibtf  IS.^^i 
Tribal  Fimtjs  Ctnttr 

+*0  ■  m  pm 
Umn  fstanumtf 
CfMtr 

PEIBUC  HEAIilKG 
St^tm^r  If,  Mi 

Ctsiir 


Letter  138,  Wade  Reed 
138-1.— See  Response  #11-1. 
138-2.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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WW 


m- 


US  93  NINEPIPE  /  ROHAH  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

...       ■.     ^f   .r,r-.nd    ^'slll^   to   the   t>rOiCL^ 


.„.,.  iFy..  .Wd  V.^.  .>  .,l..H.wnr.c.  -'"  ;^^'^:^X  ^  v^>....  I  ...r  J...  vo.. 
■  Pfc^-  Drift  SEIi  ^  .1.^  «^fl^bl.  ^^  «*«"«  "  ^^"'^&  "^^"  "  .  L  nirtH  El^T 


PliWt  leave  ym  tairaiKflii  i*""^  "tl!"  "'*''  ^"""'"^^ 
tonnoHi  iir  Herftn^atf  Ji  »hf  mHti^ig,  w  mail  w; 


^^^.^Sl2^^-i—^ — ^  Minima  Oe&arUiKut  « 


fUfc^  Wt&NII  CflKhEltn  flr  on  Btrom  OCTOBER  6,  iiHit 


HorHjna  OeparUiKuT  <iS  Trjrvkporlalsnn 

^"        PO  UoK  J^iOO'l 

— --      Helena,  lit  S9630.10D  I 


£tf««fnbtr  IJ.lWJt 

Tksdair    . 

4jM  '  7:Irt  F 
Hflnan  Cnnvnimljf 

Rqnan,  M^ 

PllBUC  HE;1!1!!I 

I:DI>  -  ?.M  Jffl 

I 


Letter  139,  Meloney  Ridley 
139-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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■"^^ 


RECEIVED 


i  i^ 


J^^ASTEB.RLE 
^        COPY 


;  us  9J  NINEPIPE  /  ROKAH  IHPROVEHEKT  PHOjECT 

'  fillSHli  wif.FOIl  PiETItlfftTiriG  IK  IHI  PPlIt  iNliOLVilENl  m^m  \tw  invtJvcjinMic  is  oi  ^tc.-M  v,il»c  hj  ihf  pujjfct 
trarn.  if  yyu  wonk!  litt  ic  .mhiiir  wrhTtis  cuintiKiHS.  |>l«sc  n.-ic  tSiis  fmm  and  plac^  k  in  thti^oitintem    , 
boit  provided.  If  >tnj  ]iei'd  niorf  (int,  you  at?  wclromc  \q  niai!  it  in.  We  want  lo  hear  froin  yctil 

Th?  !Jf all.  SElS  is  jfcw  artJattt  ffli  vigwirg  or  ^ubrmtiipii  tcmmf ifli  ac  Am  H&T  Mtwtt:  ht^:y^wT«y(.iii^i(n,i,jO'*/pub»|BhtJ^fii_M j^    ^' 


^•^—^'^^^'■■^'l 


:-^/^^- 


>ji,  .; 


140-1 


Afi    A    r^..s«r\e:v:dL- r^f     pn^moh  Valky^^^XS 


^i.,■:A.^£l■fe£AiJA^VX■■■^figH,  i;--'r'^ 


Cn3Q: 


tlN-Ctf 


"^^^^^ — 


Ai^^  •t«ft*siSMtf-fi:tr.-^'^~;-;--^™s 


^ 


ISi^Jfl^S^,'.-: 


';i|,t  '   ^}^f  ;/i^,T* — TT" 


^    ./'''■'^^•'•^.'.'t'^"ij^..:.    , 


^i#^^* ' '  ."l^i  .  ■  ^''^-^  ^%r 


■\^l  ;/f ';/ " 


Pljait  prpviih  p?uf  nam?  3Jnli  ajjIrHii 

Name:    .Mhai-^^W^^^ 


PI(»E  l^j'vt  jfirur  [4rtini»nLs  Will  fi'ltitr  ItDT,  Ji:iHn£^ 
Co[Hi^ii]r  Or  fifrrtra  iiall  Ji  iN  meeii-ng,  cr  inail  lo; 


/?i^ 


tmati; 


fiii^^  mm  wm^  ^  ofi  befoae  oqdbei  ^  zMi 


Kentjn;)  Pfpjrimtfic  oF  Tntuporiaiicn 
FOGoODtilOl 


Siplimber  IB-JDE 

St  igimiw.lT 

Tiitsdi)' 

Stfitmbtr.lt.  ItlH 
4:(H]  -  ?:0D  [w 
FotiH  Conmiiniljf 
CtnLir 
Konin,  Ml* 

PUBLIC  HEA^IH 

Iu(l4j]f 

7:0(J '  ?.flD  fill 
Rjunan  Cwawiiil(y 
CpnttT 
IMM,  til 


Msr 


.6* 


^3  cvKKoiu 


Letter  140,  Mary  Rodda 
140-1.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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14M 


v^4^ 


mBf , 


US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  iMPROVEMENI  PROJECT 

IHiNKlQU  m  mm\?mm  in  m  mUi  INVOLVKENT  PROCIK!  Your  invoK-4:[i]j.-i]t  ii  oi'gfcac  vsvUk  !o  the  projccE 
imn.  If  you  wouifJ  tiktfO  suLitiJi  wrkrcn  wnimcnrs,  plcaaa:  us*  ihLs  form  anc5  pLicc  it  n^  clKrcoitiineiH 
be™  pro vi Jed-  If  yt5u  need  more  rimc^  you  are  wrlcoiine  lo  mail  ir  ict.  Wc  wiiu  ro  hear  from  yon! 


rTtit  Diafi  SElS  is  ilso  avaiJaWt  lar  viewni  cr  iubmiEtinj  cwrmencs  ^t  (bf  HDl  webjljfi  hitp-^/w 
?iim  ifiiticace  (OflHTwua  are  for  pmaJEct  03  BT44, 


w.[ii*i.mi|0*yiptiljiflv*N(/*ii_w.a» 


iXtj^iSi??; 


JcJ^l^L_:LJaJ-AL^U^i^a^ 


II2S^^J/l2i<.^f;ia^ 


t.ifnd  addmr' 


ronot  your  nHnt.a™  apomv  ■- nr^ir  nrjT  jiru 

(  /^       .  CuinDllr  cr  Hen 


Address:  ^^^^SlCjO  i^JrfM-dieJl 

Email: ...~^. 

mAS{  s^BHJi  coNmifis  ev  oii  fiEF{)«E  (Oiefii  (.  200& 

„ .#,  ■ 

/W ^ 


CuinDllif  cr  HentTj  iialf  ai  tht  nutnin^  or  mail  u: 


Btireati  Chnef 

Ep¥lrflnifi*fl[al  ^(TVicts  Bu^Eau  ■  ■'^;;''*;]:, 

^Ciilana  Of  parlmtnc  of  Tra[i^|»rtacii>n 

PO  Box  20IC0I 


mi  HOUSES 

Hiinftajr 

St^inJxf  IE,  Mi 
m  -  iM  f» 
Ipifail  Umu  Cnicf 

^,  Ijlldillj.  Ht     :': 

Tindlty 

JtpiEmbcr  l?,24D( 
}M  -  7Xn  pm 
'KcAtn  CpnvmniL]^ 
(?n[fr 
^Dnan^  ^1 

PttBLK  KtAHtNi^ 

54p[tmbfr  I?.  iDOt 
1  m  -  f :QD  fm 

JtMin,  ni. 


\ 


L 


OfJILLJHCl 


Letter  141,  Jean  Rody 
141-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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142-1 


142-2 


US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

THANnOU  fCR  UaTIUPHlKG  IN  THE  PUBLIC  ll(M]L^HEN!  PAOCLSS!  Yaur  invulvemciic  i;  of^rt^t  \:^lk  w  lUc  ptayca 
te^m.  Uyim  vrviuid  liki:  to  ^Libniii  wriiieii  coj¥3nien[^,  please  useihis  forjn  and  pt^e  ii  in  rhe  cojinncni 
bos  provided,  [f  you  need  more  iimc.  you  are  wckamc  to  mail  ir  in.  Wc  want  to  Hear  from  j-t^i]! 

\ht  fkih  im  Q  i^i9  mAMi  kt  vJiMttg  or  sj^minin^  cdmnKnt!  at  the  liDT  wbsitc  lffip://wvnrjndLiTiit£0'iry[H]binvDtHt/tis._ea.ihiiTil 
Fkait  irtdiuie  (OfnrwiB  art  Ivr  pnjjea  (N  E74f 


hitLiti:_j 


ijjjdifiic,(yi;^_^i:a^i>jjeiX^i5e^^t>^0^^     l5Afc_tiu  _ 


or  A>tf^^-^^£J^J^t_L££^-_JJJLC.U- 


PLfAJE  SVMIT  COHHENn  SY  OS  ^ErOfiE  OdOKEft  ^  J»M 


i^nr 


>3A  jt  etiie^,  PE 

ifiurtau  Chief 

trwuonrrentjl  Sprntes  Burfjj 

n  Bdk  2(»I(»1I 

H?1pna,n(T59£]0-l(HI 
(4IK)  4«-n28 


THbll  FilMSE  ((Mtf 

Sl  1|(ia[iiiL,  HT 

Tufidir 
StplRlAEf  II  3^0  J 

^:IH)  '  7:DQ  pnt 
Iwuii  (MHninirr 
Untfr 

PUALfC  HEAaiNG 

iff limtwr  If  iW* 
7:04 '  V:(K)  ^ 


Ctmpr 


,   IHILLINCI 


Letter  142,  Ronan  Telephone  Company,  Jay  Wilson  Preston,  Chair 
142-1.— See  Response  #13-8. 

142-2. — The  proponents  are  aware  of  the  conduit  system  and  will  work  with  the 
phone  company  to  facilitate  its  relocation/replacement. 
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143-1 


RONAN  TELEPHONE  COMPANY 

a  1 2  MM  M  STR  EiET  SOU  TH  WEST    *     RO  HA^.  MONTANA  59864 
(40e)  676. 2  75  I  •    FAX  NO.  (406)  676  8889 


October  3..  2006 


RECEfVED 


■'mi 


JeailRikjsPE,  Chief 

MDT  Eiivtroniuecial  Services  Bureau 

MT  Depiiriment  of  Transportatioin 

PC  Bojt  201001  -  ,  ^\  r:,.       .  ./.-.-"       • 

Helena,  MT  59620- 1  Oa(^>.  \\  '■^^  ' /■.  vX,  .  .        '   ■  '    ^^      - ';' .      ■'' 

.  ■  y^..:.  ^'  /  ^■-  ."■  :   :^'^'l    -■  ■■  ■£-■■-.-■.  ■■V.     '^ .    ^  ' 

RE:  IJS  93  >]mepipe/Ri!?nmi  bnprovcni<;m  Pmifecr^^     .,     ,;.:  /  ■  ;     ,      -       ,'       ;    :    .'/; 

To  Whom  it Ma^ Concern-  ,       ■■'^.''\\'  ^-  ^J-"  ■  ■'■    "  /     ■  ,"   '^  '"  '\  ■'  '■■":°-^  ''     ' 

rhe  US  93  Hinejpipc/Ronan  pjwjfect  ^ll  hdv'e  a  to^^^  on  Ronan  TekpKone  tomim)[*S 

facility  providing  telephone  services  fmm  SprLig  Creek  Rd  on  Highway  93  sovith  to  an  area  n^ 
Eagle  Pas?  Trail, ; 

We  support  Altemafive  fetfan  4  (PPA)  tHrough  tj^e  towns  lie  of  Rontm,  The  sopthlwund  couplet, 
hovvever,  requires  a  ntajot  change  \o  aUovv  a  4  pipe  coiwiuit  system  eun:ejil3y  insiailed  along  1" 
Avenue  SW  to  be  rephited  by  a  different  route,    This  sy:iiem  serves  most  of  south  area  of  the 

Ron^n  touTisite  aiid  all  our  ser^■icey  south  of  Ronan.  The  only  practical  way  to  abandtm  this 
taeility  is  to  re-t^ngineer  our  network  to  inefutie  a  swindling  node  south  of  Rouan  allowing  us  to 
re-home  customers  in  titat  area  lo  a  dsttercnt  wire  center.  In  addition  services  east  of  Ronan  aie 
earned  in  an  eastbountt  route  of  the  same  eonduit  system  that  crosses  both  tlie  north  and  south 
bound  routes  of  the  couplet  proposal.  Accommodating  this  crossing  could  also  be  a  signiticant 
problem, 

Ronan  Telephoiie  Corrip^y  needs  to  be  iitfomied  as  &6M'  as  a  record  of  decision  is  nj^  and  will 
require  at  least  3  years  torn  that  date  to  complete  ll^e  re-engineering  and  rebuilding  of  these 
facilities.  We  will  need  a  reimburscjnei^t  coniratt  in  place  soon  aJli^r  the  record  of  decision  iji 

order  to  accomplish  what  ii  needed.  'I       ■     '  . 

Sincerely, 


6 


Rosa  E.  Tougas 
Pre&ident/Operations  Manager 


Letter  143,  Ronan  Telephone  Company,  Rosa  E.  Tougas,  President/Operations 
Manager 

143-1.— See  Response  #142-2. 
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144-1 


144-2 


144-31 
144-41 

144-5 


144-6] 


144-7 


144^ 


From:  Kiarv  Sand  [iiiailto:Marv  Saiid@$kc.edu] 

Sent  L  Friday.  OctobeT  06.  2006  1 0 :07  AM 

To:  Julie  Kiglit linger 

Subject:  Comments  on  TIigJii\va>'  93  Xinepipe  DSEIS 

'Phis  message  is  to  urge  you  to  suppon  the  following  rccottimendalions  for  Highway  9^  in  the 
Ninepipe  area: 

In  the  rural  segjnent  of  the  project,  I  would  advocate  for  a  combination  of  Ahematise  2,  and  for 
the  section  between  Eagle  Pass  Road  and  Crow  Creek.  Alternative  7.  'Hie  combination  of  these 
two  designs  would  result  in  a  two-lane  di^sign  except  for  a  northbound  passing  lane  on  Post 
Creek  hill.  There  would  be  a  raised-highway  design  for  the  most  sensitive  section,  biit  1  would 
suggest  that  this  begin  just  north  of  Ninepipes  Lodge,  hi  this  design,  1  would  also  advocate  for 
the  longest  and  higjiest  bridge  design  at  Post  Creek,  which  is  probably  the  most  important  east- 
west  corridor  for  large  animals  in  the  entire  Mission  Valley.  In  addition,  an  integral  part  of  tliis 
design  would  have  to  be  clear  visual  demarcation  of  this  part  of  the  highway  as  a  distinct 
parkway,  which  would  have  a  s|{>wi:r  spi;:cd  limit  ~  perhaps  50  mph, 

llic  internal  ion  a  I  importance  oj^thi;  habitat  of  ihc  Nincpipe  art:a,  its  i^zultural  importance  to  Salish, 
Pciid  d'Orcillcr,  Eind  K()i>tLMiai  pcopli:  and  eiIsi>  U>  loijal  iu>n-Indiaiis^  and  the  ciiorrnoLts  invest mt^Dt 
already  made  in  I  lie  area  by  the  Tribes,  the  federal  government,  and  (he  stale,  merit  the 
^KCiJptiOiial  lre»t]iiL;iit  <}f  this  section.  It  is  noted  in  the  I)S|'!.|S  that  while  inosL  {}pti{}iis  at^ 
estimated  to  cost  S35  to  S40  million^  Alternative  7  would  cost  an  estimated  S114  million.  It  is 
worth  noting  that  the  United  States  is  currently  spending  that  much  inone>^  ever>'  nine  hours  in 
Irtiq.  We  miL^t  build  this  highway  thi*  right  way,  even  if  it  co^ls  more  to  do  so. 

h  would  he  good  to  look  into  some  design  to  help  de-ice  bridging  and  other  raised  stirfaces,  and 
to  add  to  such  structures  sonie  kind  of  muffling  material  to  counteract  noise  impacts. 

Wherever  passing  lanes  reeottverge,  there  needs  to  he  TULieh  more  aggressive,  prominent,  and 
weatherproof  signage^  including  not  onl>'  strict  marking  of  the  point  beyond  which  people  must 
not  pass,  but  also  the  distance  to  the  next  passing  oppt>rlunity.  I  would  also  advocate  the 
establishment  of  higher  fines  or  tougher  penalties  for  unsafe  passing  and  posting  notice  of  those 
fmes/penalties.  It  would  be  wise  to  increase  funding  for  enforcement,  if  that  can  be  iticluded  in 
the  project. 

If  tlie  PPA  remains  Alternative  10^  I  would  strongly  advocate  the  elimination  of  the  southbound 
passing  lane  through  the  K'inepipe  area.  If  the  parties  insist  that  a  sonthbound  passing  lane  is 
necessar>'  ~  a  highly  dubious  assertion  -I  would  urge  that  it  be  placed  just  north  of" the  Higjiway 
2 12  intersection,  rather  than  south,  and  incorporated  into  a  fiill  bridging  of  the  ponds  north  of 
that  intersection.  In  this  way,  some  environmental  benetit  could  be  gotten  from  what  would 
otherwise  be  an  environmental  detriment. 

For  Ronan,  I  strongly  urge  the  parties,  and  the  city  of  Ronan.  to  reconsider  whether  four  traffic 
lanes  are  tridy  necessary  to  cairy^  the  projected  volumes  of  traffic.  'Ifiere  are  mtmerous  studies 


Letter  144,  Mary  Herak  Sand 

144-1. — See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 

144-2.— See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 

144-3.— See  Response  #13-3. 

144-4.— See  Response  #13-4. 

144-5. — All  signing  will  conform  to  the  most  current  federal  and  state  standards. 

144-6.— See  Response  #13-6. 

144-7.— See  Response  #11-1. 

144-8.— See  Response  #13-8. 
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144^8 
Con't 

144^9 
144-10 

144-11 


avaJUbk  on  ihc  iniL'nitiL  including  scviiral  thai  Ciui  be  accesKt:d  at 

www. walkab Iccoinnuiii itics, ors^  that  shew  ihrce-laiic  designs  safely  and  smoothly  handling  well 
over  20,000  AD'l\  and  in  some  cases  approaching  30.000.  I  would  also  urge  the  parties  and  the 
city  lo  consider  replacing  tli^e  tratllc  lights  with  roundaboutfi.  which  can  reduce  accidents, 
improve  tratllc  tlow.  and  improve  pedestrian  safety. 

Lastly.  I  would  urge  that  a  separate  bike  path  be  considered  for  the  entire  project,  il'tliis  can  be 
done  without  sigiiiTicant  additioniU  hami  to  the  environinent. 

Whatever  is  chosen  must  at  least  keep  all  passing  lanes  out  of  the  core  four  miles  of  the  Ninepipe 
potholes  area. 

Sincerely. 

Mar>  Herak  Sand 

Chario  resident  most  of  my  life 

Still  work  fall-lime  for  Salish  Kootenai  Colkge 

Current  address; 

301  Kitah  A^enue  NW 

Killdccr,  ND  5S640 

(701)  7G4-6400 


Letter  144,  Mary  Herak  Sand  (continued) 
144-9.— See  Response  #13-9. 
144-10.— See  Response  #3-1. 
144-11.— See  Response  #11-1. 
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145-1 


Letter  145,  Martena  Savage 
145-1. — See  Response  #6-2. 
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From:  Robyn  Schock  fm^iUo:robyii.^chock@irona]ikl2.!^du] 
Sent:  Friday,  October  06,  2006  12:58  PM 
To:  indle  iscotninentsn  iiiepipe(f^:mt.  gov 
Cc:  Irctiizcnskilliiigs.coiii;  Kathleen  AdaniE 
Subject:  Comment  on  US93  Ninepipe/Ronan  E[S 

Comnieiits  for  project  CN  B744 

146-1  I       I  bave  lived  in  the  Mission  Valley  my  entire  btb  and  I  would  like  to  have  a  BIKE/ WALKING 
I       PATH,  separate  from  trafTic,  on  HWY  93,  connecting  ALL  communities  from  Poison  to  Arlee. 

Tliank  you, 
Robyn  Schock 
33246  Allison  Road 
St.  Ignatius,  MT  59265 

rob  jn ,  Kt:hock(§  ron^nk  1 2,edu 


Letter  146,  Robyn  Schock 
146-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 


It    o:\proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native  files\00-0 1432-002  apxj  comment  letters  4.doc 


US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Finai  SEIS 


J-169 


Appendix  J — Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  tine  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


RECEIVED 

.     ■   -OCTl  0  2006 


us  93  NINEPIPE  /  ROHAH  IHPHOVEHEKT  PROJECT 


mw  ma  m  mmmm  m  m  mi\:  mmm  pmm  Vm.r  invdvcjntnc  h  ^f^T,^,  vaiut  t^  ih^  projctc  ^  ^  ■ 

leam.  If  you  winsld  like  [o  subinir  « eincM  ccsiTinKitis,  please  iisc  rhjs  form  anJ  pla«  it  fii  ihe  ';t^^m^tnl     .  -  *^    '"J  'f     - 
box  i^rpvidwl.  if  you  need  iivjrc  time,  ytiu  art  wfJc^mc  lo  mail  ir  in-  Wr  wani  [*>  hiMr  from  wu^  '  >'  ^     -^      ' 

the  Dfad  5£Ei  ii  alu  av^^blF  (or  viiiftiii|  »  mbrniHing  (annrnid  at  it  HDT  wrtiitf:  }iJ((>://wv™.FnJt.niLjov/j)u|nmalrt/(i[_H.j;iinil  ^^' ■■'*:$    ■^:' '  '''  ;'. 
n^ue  in^calt  asmnn  snt  ft*  ptrajtci  ON  mi  ^  ■    _.^,^  .    ;■■  "Q  }  "T]   '■'' 


i-^ ■    -f    r  -r  -if-'V 


147-1 


^^IIZt^^kiaD:^..^^ 


'Bi  Lcy  wALkvy£";&&Ty: 


?— ^ 


COV^iX. 


iULLS 


LV-SCt- 


^_Ca5Qrj:ei&.ia — _5L! ^_ao£accLu3c>i-t*.£iL 


3= 


f)'i-J't 


"T^trwj — T^ 


_A 


^;j^^^\h^"^ 


.  ■■,■    ^     5f:r      ■'     ■"-■  :-^W   ■■ 


f^U^f,  1^, ' 


Address:  ..„  I^J,^._iiI'^^^^..M., 


Email: 


riDUE  UTAHii  COHdEJJn  ir  Oft  BEFO«E  OOOSfll  £,  2S(K 


Pffasf  Itjvp  jfloiw  CDflinitnii  wjfh  fJihtr  HDI,  y!illli[i£s 
tonjioJIif  or  ilfrwia  itafF  ai  ibe  ruftur^  h  noaU  (y. 
Jtarn  A.  RiEfjf,  PF  ■     ''"''"^^1 

BsjrHjChltl  ■■:■■     ■•-::^';^.  ^■■ 

ffofKama  D*parrn*tnHif  T(»spdrE3lBiii  "  /■■■    ■■/.'_" 
Iftlena.hTS^j^O-lflOr         -■-;-';  "' „.■...  -..f. 


OPEN  HOUSES 

-    Tiibd  Fiintu  bnlH 
Si  JgrvlrHii,  HI 

bfltmbtr  lf.2DD( 
Rsfljn  Cfliwnuniljf 

Iffun,  fff 

PUeUC  I^EAIUHG 

lu'udsf 

$tf  Umbtf  Ff.  toot 

?:{)0  -  ;:Qe  pm. 

PcHun  C«mi[Ui[tfl;r 

Ltaitr 


l.^ 


Letter  147,  James  Schoener 
147-1.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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SEP  1  5  200S  ■ 


Sup  ermtf!  tideni 
E:d^.  3200 


14S-1 


RoiiaiiPablD  Sclioojs 
421  Andrew  NW 

Ranati,  Montana  59864-0580, 
406-676-3390;,^      ;' 

"Helping  Every  Child  Aehieife" 


K^e^^lpci^^m^ 


'  Jean  Riley  .       .    . 

jS^ontEiha  Department  of  Transppftation 

■PGB^-iX  201001  ■/■-       ^r    • 

Helena,  MX  59620- lOOV 


'■  4"" 


Clerk 
Ext  3200 

Business  Managt^r 
Ext,  3203 


■■      COPT 


I  am  writing  10  yon  on  b&hatf  of  the  elected  Scboo]  Poa|dT?nist^  of  Sqijool  Disftict  Ng^ 
30,  Drawer  R,  Romn,  MT  5^864-0530.  -    .         ''■^'     -       -         y:      ^4^ 

My  remarks  arc  in  reference  to  Alleroative  Rjonan  3  and  Aitemative  Ronab  4  (PPX).  Tlie 
trastces  would  like  to  offer  you  ]>otemial  needed  portions  of  land  on  the  East  side  of  the 

cxisiidt!  Football /Track  complex  which  is  on  the  northern  sectton  of  the  proposed  starting 
point  of  t tie  South  bound  lane.  They  would  like  <o  do  this  through  faci  11  luting  a  land 
■  swap  so  they  c6MflTel<;)cate'tke'FD6tball'T^ 

If  that  i's  not  possible,  the  Board  of  Trustees  would  like  to  request  the  acquisition  and 
[i I acemeiU  of  approx i ma! ely  six  feet  i ti  height  of  fill  dirt  to  cover  tli e  existing 
Football/Trsck  complex  (appro xtiuately  200  y^rds  x  120  yards);  that  maybe  available 

ihrougjiyourncedtodisposeoffilldiiitoacloseproximityoftheproject. 


Siuc^erely, 


j4iAS>  i-^SHsCjXl 


Aj^drew  W  Holnilund 
Superintendent  of  Schools 


Equal  Opportunity  Iti  Education  and  Employment 


Letter  148,  School  District  No.  30  Lake  County, 
Andrew  W.  Holmlund,  Superintendent  of  Schools 

148-1. — Thank  you  for  your  offer  to  trade  some  property  or  to  allow  disposal  of  fill 
on  your  property.  These  issues  won't  be  dealt  with  at  this  time.  First  we  must 
finalize  the  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  execute  a  Record  of 
Decision  selecting  the  preferred  alternative.  Your  offer  will  be  examined  in  detail  in 
the  final  design  phase,  which  comes  after  the  Record  of  Decision. 
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149-1 


149-2 


f  DECEIVED 

I  I.    '  '■         r 


^-V^^^^^i-^  -^■^-V    ^..t^T^^    ^-^^,       ^^'-C 


^'■Z-   V       'I  ^.  \    Y^  yi    i 


Letter  149,  Donald  S.  and  Beverly  C.  Schumacher 
149-1.— See  Response  #11-1. 
149-2.— See  Responses  #17-2  and  49-2. 
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149-2 
Con't 


149-3 


.^^^.^^:ZZ  ,^^- .  S^  -i^^'  ^M.l^  ^-^  '^^' 


■H^Tj^^lCJ 


Letter  149,  Donald  S.  and  Beverly  C.  Schumacher  (continued) 
149-3.— See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 
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M^i-iu^Diiiii^ilMil^'; 


.,i:  f^i  /;^  *■-.■  i  j'-i^y :.  'f- 1-;  ;  ■■* 


-^(o)jM_:il.y...... 


150-1 


US  93  NlNEPiPE  /  ftONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

mU-m  m  PARHCIPWINO  in  IHI  PH&LIC  jNI^JLVHENT  ?mm  Vouf  Invok'enictjt  is  tiFgre.-it  vaIuc  CO  the  projccT 
team.  Ifyyii  woiiltllike  to  sjlsmh  wricien  coiiinie]its^  please  aic  this  form  ^nA  pbtt  it  in  the  coninKnt 
box  provided,  if  you  need  mmt  liine,  yoii  are  wckf^inc  to  mii1  it  ih.  We  wani  lo  Iimi  ffom  yoiil 

Th«  Dmrc  iEli  is  ils»  ava^^hre  far  yifwimj  w  i\t\m\mi  cemmwlJ  3(  iJif  HDT  mlnitt;  hiEp://www.iTidi.pnt|Pv^pubiw^f^p3^iJiAfcrj 
Ufajt  iiidi<a[e  tflmn^nii  art  tof  prnjitf  [N  &I41  rvfc 

.^^ , ^..^ -^ -.,.^^™ dCT  1  ^006 

"^"^       ""^  '"'  ENVIRONMEMTAL 


Afi   d  ~rd  a  t  denLx^f- 


-r  iv^ixrA    A BLk£A^A\k\KlG  PAIH^ 


__..^pe.i£:£kk £coiq: 


..Wuif-jaS. 


^:^ 


^/ISS^ 
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Letter  150,  T.K.  Schwaderer 
150-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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151^1 


a)v/ 


Jmn  Riiey,  MDT  Env  Services 
Heiena  M ; 

Dear  Jean 


I  would  like  to  provide  my  mput  an  Project  CN  B744.   First !  would 
like  to  say  that  Highway  93  shoutd  be  a  four  -lane  road  from  the  fvlexican 
border  to  the  Canadian  border,  [ncluding  through  al]  urban  areas.  With  all 
the  modern  technology  we  have  available  there  is  not  any  enviormental 
reason  that  can  not  be  addressed  during  and  after  construclfon  o1  the 
highway.  To  do  less  many  Jives  will  be  sacrificed  instead  of  the  envior- 
ment.  Somewhere  along  the  line  a  group  has  decided  if  we  build  bigger 
highways  more  people  will  come.    People  are  going  to  come  regardfess 
of  the  size  of  the  road.   Building  a  2  lane  road  with  passing  lanes  is  only  a 
slight  improvement  over  just  a  2  lane  road.  There  will  aCway^be  those  who 
w\\\  try  to  pass  in  no  passing  zones  and  those  who  will  crowd  you  over  to 
pass  where  the  passing  lane  ends,   I  think  a  four-iane  road  is  the  only  way 
to  address  the  traffic  problem.  Even  if  it  means  doing  less  miles  as  money 
becomes  available,  lets  do  it  the  safest  and  right  way  the  first  time. 


Sincerely 


^^  ^.i^^  ^  ^.i^^^^i^^^^^  j^Ai^^^t^^i^-^ 


Letter  151,  Karen  K.  and  Timothy  C.  Scott 

151-1.— See  Responses  #1-1, 11-2,  and  13-8. 
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152-1 


152-2 


Fivm:  Matt  Seeky  fmailtQ  :Matt  Sggky f^ijskc.  edii  ] 
Sent !  Wednesday.  October  04,  2006  2: 4S  PM 
To:  mdte Jscommentsii  inepipe^rt^mt.  gov 
Cc:  <lrenz@skillmgs.com  ■ :  Kathleen  Adains 
Subject:  Ninepipes  -  All.  7  support 

As  a  residenl  of  Ihe  Mission  Valley,  avid  cyclist,  and  wildlii'e  enthusiast.  I  am  writing  to 
express  my  strong  support  Tor  choosing  Allemative  7  as  the  optimal  new  higliway  design 
through  t]ie  Ninepipes  area,  lliis  option  appears  to  be  just  as  safe  and  fast  as  tiie 
prelim inaiy  preferred  option,  but  it  has  the  distinct  advantages  of  being  more 
eni'ironniunlally  friendly  and  allowing  more  people  lo  safely  enjoy  the  pristiiie  Ninepipes 
area,  llie  additional  cost  of  tins  option  are  easily  just  illed  in  terms  of  long-temi 
preservation  of  such  a  critical  bird,  animal,  and  plant  environment,  A  bike  path  ihrough 
this  region  h  alRo  i;?;tremcly  impoitani  K^cuilsc  it  eliminates  the  very  dangerous  current 
siituation  ofcyclijits  being  forced  lo  ride  on  93.  In  addition,  such  a  bike  path  would  be 
\  en  jiiir:icli\  c  lo  btJth  resident  and  non-rcwident  users,  'l"he  new  hike  path  acrijss 
northern  ld;i.lio  pro\  ides  mx  excellent  eicainple  of  how  much  sueh  a  feature  can  enhjinee 
the  recreational  use  of  an  entire  region. 

I  hope  you  ^erioujily  consitderall  of  the  long-term  betiefitst  of  Alternative  7. 

Thante, 

Matt  Seeley 


Letter  152,  Matt  Seeley 

152-1. — See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 

152-2. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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Letter  153,  Ron  Selden  and  Beth  Brenneman 
153-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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154-1 


September  29,  2006 

Moi](ana  Departineol  of  Transponatiod 
JeanA.  RiJey,  PE 
Environmental  Services  Bureau 
PO  Box  201001 
Helena,  MT  59620-1001 

Re!  project  CN  B  744 

Dear  Mr.  Riley: 


RECEIVED 

OCT  *  *  2006 
ENVIROMMENTAL 


^k,,  K 


CO'F\' 


I  request  thai  ihe  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  add  off-highway  bicyde  paths^ 
to  the  pbn  for  highway  reconstruction  along  ihe  Highway  93  corridor  south  of  Ronan. 
Numerous  individuals  and  families  attempt  to  bicycle  along  the  highway  to  access 
homes,  shopping,  and  the  churches  that  are  south  of  town  as  far  as  the  Nine  Pipes 
junction   Addition  of  a  bicycle  path  would  make  this  route  safer  for  existing  bicyclists, 
add  to  ihe  recreational  possibilities  in  the  area,  and  increase  the  likelihood  that 
individuals  consider  bicycles  as  a  safe  transpoilation  aliemativc.  In  addition,  the  area  is 
seeing  a  steady  incroase  in  the  number  of  bicycle  tourists  who  ride  from  Glacier  National 
Park  to  Missoula;  the  addition  of  a  bicycle  path  would  provide  a  draw  to  continue  this 
source  of  tourism. 

As  a  bicyclist  and  bicycle  commuter,  I  urge  the  Depanmcnt  of  TVan spoliation  to  add 
construction  of  a  bicycle  path  to  the  Highway  93  corridor  sooth  of  Ronan. 


Sincerelyj 

Stacey  Sherwin 
Ronan^  MT 


.^/-u 


Letter  154,  Stacey  Sherwin 
154-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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Sierra 
Club 


P  O.  Bm  ?2S5 
Mi^scula,  Montana  59807 
Te]:[406]54Ml42 


155^1 


155-2 


Bob  Clark 

Cofiservation  Qrganizfr 
&icri:abob@wiMiiockies.org 

RECEIVED 
OCT  1  e  2006 

October  5,  ^ooff 


119-8 


ToJeanARiJey,  Chief 
MDT  Envjronitienta]  Services  Korean 
^701  Pras|>ect  Avenue 
POBojiSOlOOl  ,.ir      . 

Helena,  MT   5&6fflC^J001 


Re  U.S.  Highway  93  NinepfpewRoiian  Improvement  Project  ;. 

Draft  SiippkiUKntal  Environmental  hijpact  Stdtcni{?nt  -  comments  are  for  Projft;*  CN  UT-M 

Please  accept  tJie  following  comments  on  the  Kintspipc^-Ronan  Highway  &5  r«constmcdoD  Draft  SEIS^ 
on  behajf  oJftJit  Sierra  Club  and  the  Flathead  Rtsoiir^M!  Organisation.  Our  orgaaiiatioiK  have  been  in 
exiatenK  sine*  J 693  aiid  1978  nespectively,  represent tng  over  7J50,WOciiis£Cns  from  Aitiund  tiie  nation 
and  £500  Ricmbers  in  the  State  of  Montana  (Inclutling  several  hiin^ared  on  the  Flathead  Indian 
Hcfrervatiou)  are  particularly  oonc*rnetl  with  the  potential  jm^ctv  to  vvjldlife  in  the  Ninepipt/Ronan 
Improvement  project  aiea.  Our  members  work  and  recreate  throughout  the  Flathead  valley  and  ^\^ 
benefit  from  the  incomparable  ixatural  resources  of  the  Nin<^ipt  ajx?a.  We  have  participated  in  tbt 
review  process  for  this  pj-oj cot  !>ince  1986  and  had  memlH>rsVap  o[i  the  brst  IDT  and  reprejiOfiUtion  on 
the  CAC  and  MDT  for  the  SEIS  process! 

While  there  is  much  to  applaud  in  the  efforts  to  re^valuati^  tlw  design,  we  are  disappointed  in  {l)  the 
casual  analysis  of  wildlife  usi*,  (2)  the  pooi^  choice  of  placing  a  parsing  lane  in  critical  habitat  urn]  (3)  the 
t'gregious  selection  of  Alternative  JO  despite  the  lack  ofevidente  that  it  is  the  most  vlaisl*^ 

After  the  publication  of  the  MOA  in  HOOd,  onr  organizations  as  well  as  most  peopk  in  tlie  Mission 
Valley  were  relieved  to  ur>dcrstand  that  the  higliway  planners  recognized  the  unique,  fragiltand 
regionally  sjgnificam  value  of  the  Niuepipe  area.  State,  Feder^  and  Tribal  agencies  had  collaborated  in 
assembling  terii  oftlioiisauds  of  acres  of  dedicated  \^l]dlife  management  lands  in  the  "ktttle"  terj-ain 
between  the  Mission  Mo jji  tains  and  die  Flatbead  River. 

l.anguage  in  the  MOA  outlining  the  goals  of  the  SEIS  dearly  establislMxJ  tliat  "It  was  impeiativi;  to  kx>h 
at  the  Highway  within  the  conteict  of  the  surrounding  landscape".  This  intent  by  the  framers  of  the 
MOA  was  dear  in  their  demand  that  the  SEIS  study  the  feasibility  of  realigning  the  highway  west  to 
avoid  cultm^al  and  wildlife  cotiflicts,  ft  was  also  stated  that  iFiE  was  decided  to  leave  the  highway  on  its 
current  alignment,  'due  to  the  high  ecological  value  of  the  laiHlscaj>e^  passing  lane.<;  ^rt^  not  apj>ropiiate 
and  will  not  l>e  included". 

Furthermore,  it  was  clearly  established  when  the  IDT  and  COC  c^fmmitU^ei  began  uiceting,  tliat  Level 
of  Service  standards  would  not  be  applied  to  the  l>Jinepipe  area  because  t>f  the  ad^^iiie  eflects  these 
stand  aids  would  impose  on  ^f]  values  a^d  the  wildlife  managc]nent  mandate  of  the  arvn. 


Letter  155,  Sierra  Club,  Bob  Clark;  Patricia  Hurley,  Flathead  Resource 
Organization;  Kim  Davitt,  American  Wildlands 

155-1. — Thank  you  for  your  comments  and  for  your  participation  in  this  process. 
See  Responses  #17-2  &  49-2. 

155-2.— See  Response  #52-6 
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155-3 


155-4 


155^5 


155-6 


155-7 


155-8 


155-9 


155-10 


A  fie]'  ?jevcraJ  yc;ais  ofTDC  and  CAC  meetings  and  publk  nwx^tingii^volvin^  hundreds  of  resideiit.s,  all 
]»**«!  [>n  Hio.  minimalist  pledj^es  t>f  the  MOA,  we  weiir  (rxtrf:ii[it:!y  disappointed  earlier  this  year  when  the 
PDSEIS  changed  ihe  ground  rules  that  we  had  been  working  untkr.  The  result  of  these  arbitrarj 
changes  is  a  prelhninairy  prefened  alternative  caJIbg  for  »  one-niiJe-loiJg  soutb4>oiH5d  ps^nm^  Jane 
tliircmgb  the  "kettle**  area  and  a  much  beavier-handed  treatment  foi  Rona»  than  wc  believe  to  be 
necessary  or  prudent-  We  tirge  the  MDT  to  honor  the  Memorandum  of  Ag;re«ment, 

We  wou3d  first  like  to  point  out  some  glaring  omissioos  in  tlie  DS^IS; 

•  The  evaluation  of  impacts  on  wi]dlite  and  endangiered  spedes  does  not  include  new  jjxfon^iaiion 
that  was  not  already  Hvailflhie  at  the  time  of  the  MOA.  The  ritationjs  ate  mostly  "personftl 
communications"— an  extraordinarily  casual  approach  to  wildlife  research.  There  is  stiJl  no 
understanding  of  how  wildlife  men  the  corridor  or  the  adjacent  kettle  area,  ami  bew  the  PPA 
woold  affect  wildlife  access  to  vital  habitai  components  on  either  side  of  tlie  i^oadway,  Tlwrt  in 
IK)  analysis  of  vital  habitats,  and  likely  corridors  are  only  estimated. 

»      There  are  no  studies  en  the  relationship  between  Highway  &S  and  other  transportation 

infrastriictLire  in  the  area.  Wildlife  use  orNinepipe  bisects  several  roads,  jiiditdin|r  Mcghivay 
a  IS,  MoiLmann  Pass  Road  ^ud  Eagle  Pass  Road.  The  cumulative  efliect^  if  not  understood^  could 
pose  red  jeopardy.  Por  instauce,  over  the  past  five  years,  three  griiiiy  J^ears  have  lieen  killfti  on 
Highway  &S^  and  at  le^st  two  others  on  a  county  road  east  of  the  highway  in  the  Kicking  Hoi'se 
area.  It  is  not  possible  to  design  a  permeable  road  without  knowing  this  relalicrtL'ibip. 

•  The  PPA  calls  for  short  bri<lges  at  the  ends  of  Kettles  One  and  Two,  b^it  no  rationale  as  to  1m>w 
this  would  protect  painted  turtles.  We  refer  to,  and  lurge  you  to^  adopt  tile  reconmiciidations 
submitted  by  Kathy  Griffin,  University  of  Montana  Wildlife  Biologist  regarding  appropriate 
crass rng  structures  for  tnrd«s  (Her  research,  along  with  that  oJ  Susan  Fowle's  are  tlie  h&t 
information  we  have  on  turtle  movement  and  moitality.)  However  there  is  every  rca^n  to 
lielieve  that  full  restoration  ofthc  kettles  by  full-length  bridges  would  resolve  the  risk. 

•  Both  the  Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  and  the  US  CXepartment  of  Fish  Mid 
Wildlife  have  strongly  objected  to  the  south-bound  passing  lane  due  to  the  indirect  eHect  it 
would  liave  on  their  4  (f)  mandate,  yet  tliere  is  jjo  discussion  of  this  in  the  DSEI3.  These 
agencies  along  with  the  Tribes  have  the  pubhe  rosponsibiiiiy  for  managing  wildlite  in  tlie 
refuge^  the  WpA's  and  tlie  WMA's,  and  tlieif  concern.*  sbould  be  addressed  in  detail  We  l*el 
that  a  passing laiie  will  increase  vehicle  speed  and  jiLtrc^.st'  rin'  dfrvelopment  fwitprint  in  this 
sensitive  area.  TrafFtc  noise  is  known  to  cauSfilOl^■c|■  tn  in  ■ding  densities  for  a  wide  variety  of 
bird  species  adjacent  to  roads  in  open  areas  (meadow  bird?;)  (Hj-ticles  from  Reijnen,  Foppen,  van 
der  Zande  etc.)  It  is  likely  that  the  additional  noise  caused  by  traffic  speeding  up  becatise  of  the 
passing  lane  could  adversely  im|>act  bird  bi^eeding  population  density.  Because  the  passing  lane 
is  likely  to  result  in  more  noise,  a  road  witti  a  passing  lane  is  worn:  than  a  road  without  one.  As 
we  have  stated  numerous  times,  we  believe  that  the  l>est  solution  is  to  abandon  plans  to  buiid 
passing  lanes  through  the  wildlife  sensitive  area  of  Nincpipc  (particularly,  the  four  miles  of 
roadway  through  lands  that  have  been  dedicated  to  ^^^ildlife  inatiagenjent  by  tribal,  state,  and 
federal  agencies)  and  we  urge  you  to  reflect  this  design  in  your  final  decis:ion, 

•  The  PPA  calls  for  numeraus  wildlife  crossings  in  the  roadbed  but  spodficaUy  rejects  the 
indusion  of  wing  or  fimnel  wildlife  fencing.  The  jjneponderance  of  evidence  and  literature 
suggests  tliat  wildlife  will  not  use  crossing  vvithout  such  fencing,  llus  contradiction  ntust  be 
resolved  before  the  FEIS  is  finalized. 

•  The  SEIS  fails  to  identify  Fdl  quarriesj  mix  ajid  process  sites>  and  disposal  areas.  We  understand 
that  this  is  usually  considered  a  separate  issue  and  not  addressed  in  NEPA  documents  on  most 
highway  projects.  Bict  these  ancillary  activities  can  have  enormous  impacts  if  they  are  not 
located  and  peribrnied  in  a  w^y  that  coiTesponds  to  the  wOdlitc  needs  of  {he  area.  Secondly  the 
current  procedure  of  contracting  for  and  managing  these  sites  after  a  ROD  bas  been  published 
has  not  been  particularly  successfid  on  the  Flatliead  Reservation.  There  are  several  large 
abandoned  quar]4es  in  Lake  and  Sanders  Counties  left  over  from  previous  pTOJects,  and  at  leasit 
one  on  Highway  3  Ifi  north  of  the  Dixon  Agency  was  operated  during  the  nesting  season  of 


Letter  155,  Sierra  Club,  Bob  Clark;  Patricia  Hurley,  Flathead  Resource 
Organization;  Kim  Davitt,  American  Wildlands  (continued) 

155-3. — See  Responses  #11-1  and  13-8. 

155-4.— See  Response  #52-7. 

155-5.— See  Response  #52-8. 

155-6. — See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 

155-7.— See  Response  #11-1. 

155-8. — The  southbound  passing  lane  in  the  Ninepipe  Reservoir  area  is  not  included 
in  the  Preferred  Alternative  (PA)  in  this  final  SEIS,  and  the  speed  limit  in  the  project 
area  will  not  change  under  any  of  the  action  alternatives.  Predicted  noise  levels 
from  the  No- Action  alternative  are  similar  to  those  for  the  preliminary  PA  and  the 
final  PA.  Noise  impacts  would  be  similar  with  or  without  construction  of  the  PA. 

155-9.— See  Response  #52-11. 

155-10.— See  Response  #52-12. 
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155-10 
Co  n't 


155-11 


155-12 


155^13 


155-14 


listed  bald  eagles.  Oversight  of  the  quarry  restoration  has  been  left  tn  Mnnt^#i  DEQ>  wlijch  has 
been  inunobTlised  by  Uck  of  funding  and  person  nd. 

These  sites  should  Iw  identified  and  evaluated  as  to  th<>ir  tiFcct  on  wildhfe  use  oi'thc  area  bclbrt 
a  final  draft  is  approved. 

There  are  also  st-vvml  errors  of  con]niissiCin  in  the  DSEIS: 

•  In  its  discu!5viofl  of  Jiafety,  the  DSEIS  comtinwfts  to  use  a  misleading  intJei  of  highway  risk  based 
on  accidents,  injuries  and  fatalities  per  mile  of  roa<tway  rathen"  than  the  standaiij  index  of 
accidents  per  travekr-mjle.  The  only  reason  this  is  done  is  to  stir  up  misinforined  passioii  and 
to  amid  an  obje<:tivc  mk  analysis.  MDOT:5hould  be  required  to  use  jitaiidard  measures  rather 
than  slewed  data  for  propaganda. 

•  According  to  the  comparative  analysis  of  the  alternatives,  Alternative  7,  the  raised  parkway 
better  meets  all  of  tlie  goals  in  the  purpose  and  need  than  the  PPA  or  ajiy  other  alternative.  Yet 
earlier  tbis  year,  there  isas  an  edbrE  by  FHWA  aiid  MDT  to  liave  AJ tentative  7  deleted  from  tie 
menu  ow  grounds  of  cost.  It  was  aiso  rejected  as  a  PPA  for  the  same  reason. 

There  are  several  such  projects  already  existing  in  the  US,  such  as  GJenwwd  Sjirings  Cauyon 
ill  Colorado,  where  the  value  of  the  landscajie  and  its  community  justified  the  cost,  We  siibniit 
that  at  Ninepipe,  ivith  its  S:0,OCXJ  acres  of  dedicated  wildlife  lands  worth  tens  of  iniiJions  in 
sportSEnen's  licenses  and  tax  dollars,  is  such  a  place.  If  this  project  were  put  to  a  meaningful 
tost-benefit  analysis,  Alternative  7  would  prove  a  bai^ahi.  We  urgeyoi]  implement  Alternative 
7  anjd  we  recognize  that  this  is  an  e^^pensive  alternative  and  will  be  happy  to  work  v-ith  yoy  in 
efforts  to  obtain  the  necessary  funds  to  implem^jtit  it. 

•  Finally,  despite  the  fact  that  Alternative  7  and  at  least  two  other  alternatives  (A  and  4)  exceed  or 
eciual  Alternative  10  in  attaining  the  gi)als.  it  was  Alternative  JO  that  was  selected  as  the  PPA, 
This  diseotinting  of  the  f^ElS's  own  data  seems  arbitrary  and  bull-headed.  This  is  only  one 
example  of  how  the  DSEES  process  has  been  used  as  a  continued  and  concerted  effort  to  justifj?  a 
pre-existing  decision. 

In  conclusion,  although  we  are  disappointed  in  the  Drafts  we  believe  that  even  the  flawed  picture 
pi^ented  by  the  DSElS  provides  more  than  ample  reason  to  reject  the  PPA  and  accept  a  more 
benign  alternative.  We  strongly  urge  you  to  reconsider  Alternative  Seven  or,  failing  that,  uuk  aiiKi 
match  lane  configuration  and  speeds  to  safely  manage  traffic  and  nrt^ntain  tlie  Integrity  of  the 
Ninepipe  wildlife  management  area.  These  need  not  be  mutually  etclusrve  goals. 


Respectfully, 


)b  Clark  Patricia  Hurley       ./ 


Mii/iXi- 


Bob  Clark 
Sierra  Club 


Patricia  Hurley 

Flathead  EUsource  Organization 


Kiin  Davitt 
American  Wildlands 


U.S.  Sf  n^te.  Max  Baucus 
State  of  Montana,  Hal  Harper 
Confederated  Sal  is  h  &  Kootenai  Tribes 


Letter  155,  Sierra  Club,  Bob  Clark;  Patricia  Hurley,  Flathead  Resource 
Organization;  Kim  Davitt,  American  Wildlands  (continued) 

155-11.— See  Response  #52-13. 

155-12. — The  three  lead  agencies  selected  Alternative  10  as  the  PPA  because  they 
felt  it  was  the  best  combination  of  minimizing  environmental  impacts,  maximizing 
wildlife  benefits,  and  improving  traffic  flow  and  safety  at  a  cost  that  will  result  in  a 
project  that  can  actually  be  funded.  After  consideration  of  issues  addressed  in 
comments  received  on  the  DSEIS,  the  proponents  have  now  selected  Alternative 
Rural  3  as  the  Preferred  Alternative  in  the  FSEIS.  See  also  Response  #11-1  and 
comment  #39-6  from  USAGE. 

155-13.— See  Responses  #11-1  and  155-12. 

155-14.— See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 
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156-1 


RECEIVE 

OCT  1  fi  2006 


US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IHPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

at^^m.  U  suit]  mtoljIJ  like  ro  siibmii  wriucii  i:t.]cnnu-i^is,  ploit  u^e  tliis  fcrni  :ind  pface  i[  in  ilic  coHiiiu-iu 
■    box  [jrovjded.  if  voj  neeii  iriorj-  time,  >nou  arc  yvekociiHrro  niHiil  ir  iiv  We  ■a^iilc  to  he.if  from  wyii' 

:Tfee  Drafi  Stilt  is  aljQ  svailjhf?  for  Mrfv*inf  or  sabmccin^  cofiiriwitj  it  th«  MDI  niim:  linf://»fww.mdt.m[.e<frVpifliiflvpE¥*/eii_Ea.ihiml 
■^-^■^'•V  P^SJt  inifi[al-f  MmnHfa  irt  for  prDfHl  CN  &?44. 


SMONISES'a 


These  coiaiflents  are  foic  project  CN  B74^^ 


■TO. 


-G±Z£-JBE^pae    r^^SOn  why  we  should   not    hav*  a  ^Ike/ped^fttirti^n    path 
In   ronan.      I  witn<i£sed  &  d^ath  when  a  blcycliat  was  hit  by  a  motet ist 
by  Hlnepipes  several  years "  ago!      TRi"  gfoup^^e  was  cycl Ifig  wTTh" """" 

-4i¥0ta  MlchisatiJTjas  va.itiag-i.ip  aL  tJu^-t&ft  of  thg  bill-wag-aot— a 
auare  he  was  killed.      A  relative  was   hit  by  a  motor  home  with  a 


n1 


folir  foot  mirror  protruding~?rot[i  the'sicfe  of  the^vehicle  when  He" 

wao  on   the  highwayv — Another  pcraoti- wa^-hit— by-Bour- Afl4flea--8^-s 

years  ago  by  a  motorhonae  and  they  u&ren't  even  awfl re  th&y  had  ji it  him> 


If   this   plan   ia  not   included  in  the  hlgbway  design  now,    it  will  be  nmeh" 
fjardgr  to  tTEiFl^iMmr~nr^t^c6r  oti. — ^— r^^— ^ ^^^ 


'The  project  may  well  Increase  tourism  reflecting  on  the  buslneBses 
~Fiere  as  well,    thus  increaslRg  taxes  to  the' state,   which'ISy' pay  for" 
vitseAf"^  in   Che   Long  ru^i -,__ . ^_ 


?k]£t  prayidf  'ftyur  nami  ind  mUfess: 


^"^^/-<"^ 


Email: ™_™_ ^ 

pifASE  ^ueffiT  cMH£tffi  t\  m  %\m\  oaoef R  t.  wa 

L # 


Plfiit  Nf^f  your  £tnin;>ni;j  Willi  eil?iEr  HDL  Skiings 
Cannolljf  fr  ■Herif ri  Hif^  Ji  thf  mctdni,  or  mail  [g; 
Jlifl  ft.  ftiley,  PE 

[nviir«inn(iital  krnm  Gureiu 
flanlani  D^pirlnerj  cf  IrarrspDrtiJion 

H*iwif(T  \%\um 

SI  K  riLl  I N  C  i 
tONKOLLt  -  - 


OPEK  HOUSES 

HundijF 

(-^  '  IM  pn 
Tritil  fiifHjj  Ciaitr 

TgtHlajf  ■ 

4:00  -  vm  ^ 

Kctnzn  CD<ii[THjnit)r 
H.y.in,  HT 

puBuc  mm:^ 

Tuesday 

;:D0  -  IDO.fcn 
tgngn  Csnurmjnirf 

H^in,  NT 


Letter  156,  Suzi  Skaw 
156-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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157-1 


asSTSR  FILE 
COPY 


RECEIVED 

jEP  2  5  2D06     ^ 

us  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

1HANKT&1)  FOR  MMKlPAnNii  l«  THt  PUSLIC  INiraLflltNI  PftCCfK!  Vouc  ijivol'-'i.-incriu  is  oFgi^^E  vaJue  i&  die  projccr 
tciuti.  If  you  would  like  to  jubink  written  cortimctics,  please  use  ihis  form  anct  place  ii  in  the  comitiiM;ii 
box.  provided.  Uyau  need  moie  rime,  you  ar*  welcome  to  mail  it  in.  We  warn  w  hear  iVom  you! 

Tli(  »f^f[  SI  IS  Is  also  Milabflf  fer  v:*wiflg  cr  subrmEting  wimwuiJ  at  lEit  HDT  wtsitfc  lttip;//mftf^d|.ffl^«/puliwwl«/Hs„«.J»«iiftl 


_£j*;^  ^^of 'fe^ 


fikj^^^^^^SsaAjka^ 


'^^ 


Pleast  pr^jvidE  jrvur  naifie  and  a^Unu: 


Cofioolly  Of  Htrrera  uaK  it  tlit  nM^^n^  ar  miil  eim 

jiartiBaley.Pt 

Bureau  CtHEf 


PliWE  SHMfl  CWIrteHTS  Slf  OR  BEFORE  OCTOlEa  *,  10S& 


Wmiini  D«plni(fi|  of  Transpurtiiitrt 
FO  BoiE  2(»I0QI 
lklEn^KT^f&7()l(»0l 

r^  SiiHliHC|: 


OPEN  HOUSED 

^ptwhtr  IB.  lODA 
£jN  -  B:^  pm 
Tiibat  t'mtii  ifnltf 

bftttPbtr  if,  loa^ 

4:[)a  -  tM  pe 
KiKian  C«imunit)r 
Cfwifr 
hmdaHT 

mut  Hf  ARIHG 

7:00  -  f «(}  pn 
n»natv  CwiMiMiniCf 
(tnur 


Letter  157,  Dusty  Smith 

157-1.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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158-1 


156-2 


153-3 


539S0  \larsh  Creek  Road 
flirtrlo,  :\lontaiia  59824 

tT>;^/.N:K:l..|..'.-|  T10L  •  4r:K>644.:>47 


Ms.  JiJa.t  A.  Riloy,  P.E. 

Bureau  Chief 

EiiviroiiineiiCal  Sciences  Bureau 

Montaiia  Depaitmetrt  of  Transportatioii 

270!  Prospect  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  201001 

Heleua.MT  59620-1001 

Dear  Ms.  Riley: 

Following  are  my  coiumenls  on  the  Draft  Environinental  Impacl  Slatenienl  for  the  L'S  93 
Niutjpipe  Konan  Improvemenl  Project.  NH-F  5-1(9)  6F  -  Control  Number  B744.  Ljike  County, 
Flathead  Indian  ReservalioiL  Montana. 

Oeic  problL'in  ]  would  like  1<J  menticm  xtl  the  outset  h  that  public  invoh ement  in  thi>i  PSMIS  was 
inadequate  -  e\ents  were  far  less  publicized  than  earlier  stages  of  the  projett,  and  the  DStl^J 
was  much  less  available:  'fliis  violates  the  intent  of  NEPA  regarding  public  involvenient, 

SineerelVt 


Thompson  Smith 
53950  Marsh  Cr^jck  Road 
Chaflo,  Montana  59824 
iTH^bJackfcTit  n:t, 
406-644-2547 


Hioinpson  Smith  (53950  Marsh  Creek  Road,  Charlo,  Montana  59S24} 

Comments 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  hiiprovemenl  Project, 

NH-F  5-1(9)  6¥  -  Control  Number  B744. 1  ake  Comity,  Flathead  Indian  Reservation.  Montana 

'Iliere  are  some  aspects  of  the  DSBIS  that  are  posili^"^  and  impressive,  including  parts  of  the 
wildlife  and  uetlands  assessments.  'ITie  best  parts  of  those  sections  arc  in  part  due  to  the 
contributions  oi'lhe  I'ribes'  natural  resource  statT members.  1  realize  there  were  many  good 

people:,  lor  whom  I  have  high  respect,  who  contributed  to  this  document.  My  criticisms  of  the 
DSl'lS  sliould  ill  no  way  be  taken  to  reflect  oiherwist?. 

.As  a  whole,  this  document  seems  to  b*;  pulling  m  opposite  directions.  It  is  in  many  respects  a 
confined  and  conf^istng  piece  of  work,  and  unfortunately,  a  disappointment  given  the  years  of 


Letter  158,  Thompson  Smith 

158-1. — ^We  believe  the  public  involvement  effort  was  adequate.  Public 
involvement  included  formation  of  an  Advisory  Committee  and  an  Interdisciplinary 
Team,  four  public  scoping  meetings,  solicitation  of  scoping  comments,  six  project 
newsletters,  meetings  with  City  of  Ronan  officials,  numerous  presentations  to 
interested  groups,  a  project  website,  broad  media  coverage,  a  manned  public 
information  office  in  the  corridor,  and  two  public  meetings  and  a  public  hearing  on 
the  draft  SEIS.  Copies  of  the  draft  SEIS  were  distributed  to  individuals  and 
organizations  known  to  have  an  interest  in  the  project,  or  who  had  requested  one.  In 
addition,  over  1,500  notices  were  mailed  to  names  on  the  general  project  interest  list 
advising  them  of  the  document's  availability. 

We  are  sorry  you  were  not  included  on  our  initial  distribution,  as  you  had  previously 
been  included  through  your  previous  association  with  the  Flathead  Resource 
Organization.  We  had  sent  a  copy  to  them,  but  were  unaware  of  your  present 
location  and  status.  Although  you  were  sent  a  copy  when  you  requested  one,  please 
accept  our  apology  for  any  inconvenience  this  may  have  caused.  Your  name  has 
been  added  to  the  project  mailing  list  and,  as  a  commenter  on  the  DSEIS,  you  will 
receive  a  copy  of  the  final  SEIS. 

Please  also  see  Sections  7.3,  7.4  and  Appendix  J  in  the  final  SEIS  for  a  detailed 
description  (times,  dates,  locations  etc.)  of  the  public  involvement  efforts  made  on 
this  project.  Public  involvement  efforts  associated  with  the  DSEIS  were  successful 
in  generating  over  400  comments  from  approximately  200  commenters. 

158-2. — Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

158-3. — Our  apologies.  Please  note  that  we  did  manage  to  get  it  right  on  the  cover, 
the  title  page  signature  line,  and  throughout  the  rest  of  the  document. 
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158-3 
Co  n't 

156-4 


158-5 


158-6 


153^7 


158^ 


15S-9 


Smith  comment  twi  Ihgh^sy  9S  NJmpipiD^I^  10-6-2006,  page  2 

work  that  went  iiUe  it,  A  reader  has  to  wonder  what  he  or  she  is  getting  into  when  the  titk  page 
lists  the  Cojifederated  Salish  and  Kooteiini  Tribes  as  the  "Consolidated"  Salish  and  Kootenai 
lYJbes. 

Tliere  never  seems  to  have  been  agreement  readied  between  the  main  pnrties  on  a  vision  of  what 
this  project  should  accompliish.  Is  it  a  design  for  a  transportation  system,  or  is  it  just  a  highway 
expansion  project?  Is  it  going  to  emphasize  protection  of  the  environment  and  communities,  or  is 
it  going  lo  put  a  premium  on  traffic  speed  and  passing  opportunities? 

llie  rreliminar\^  Preferred  Ahemative  (PPA)  in  some  ways  manifests  just  how  unresolved  the 
\  is  ion  for  this  highway  is.  Allemative  10  has  been  presented  by  Ski  Mings-Connolly  officials  and 
others  as  a  "compromise"  that  both  provides  for  environmental  and  commimity  preservation  and 
also  allo^vs  for  faster  and  bigger  traffic  Ho^vs.  But  it  is  in  several  respects  less  of  a  compromise 
than  a  ttmlradiclion,  Flic  hiab^r  spucds  that  the  Jusian  wtjuld  encourage  would  undcnninc  thu! 
investmetn  in  uikllife  passaizes;  aaid  re<}uire  greater  incursions  into  prime  wetlands,  lliose  higher 
spccd*^  would  ahn  creak  arciMer  siifch  pmblcms  in  s^>inc  respects. 

Ihe  rPA  lacks  the  coherent  vision  of  either  1  he  larger  or  smaller  desigjis,  I\opoiients  of  the  four 
lane  altentativc>i,  while  in  my  tipinioii  misinfgrTTied  tm  some  erueial  safety  questions,  at  least 
make  no  bones  about  their  central  aim  ~  faster  speeds  and  unlimited  passing  For  enormous 
volumes  of  traffic  ■■  and  the  valuing  of  those  goals  over  protection  of  the  environment  and 
communities  along  the  highway  Conversely,  the  desigii  proposed  in  1999  by  ihe  Flathead 
Resource  Organization  (and  supported  by  the  Confederated  Salish  and  Kootenai  Tribes  prior  to 
ibi;  death  of  Chaimian  Mickey  Pablo  in  August  1999),  put  a  clear  priority  oi^  safety  and 
preservation  of  the  environment  and  eoinniLLiiitie.';  along  the  road,  while  supporting  lower,  not 
higher,  prevailing  tratTic  speeds  for  the  most  envirotuneiitally  sensitive  part  of  the  Kinepipe 
segment  of  Highway  93.  Tliat  design  uas  eotUciU  to  accept  a  low  LOS  in  exehange  for  the  other 
considerable  benefits. 

The  FRO  plan  also  included  tlic  de\eU>f>ment  of  a  number  of  noti-constniction  elements, 
including  lowered  speed  limits  in  the  four-mile  ''paA:\va>"  .i^cginent,  increased  law  enforcement^ 
the  deselopment  of  intemiodal  transportation,  atid  the  exploratuMt  of  ways  to  sliiR  more  of  the 
freiglit  traffic  onto  the  rails.  Tlie  MDT's  resistance  against  considering  an>1hing  except  hig|i\^ay 
constniction  in  thinking  about  the  flighway  93  issue  has  been  a  ^■ery  public  bone  of  contention 
for  many  years,  but  as  willi  so  many  other  old  issues^  this  DSEIS  seems  utterly  oblivious  to  that 
history  and  acts  as  if  those  debates  never  occurred.  Since  those  crucial  parts  of  the  FRO  design 
are  not  even  considered  in  thi^  I>SF]IS.  and  are  not  analyzed  as  pari  of  Alternati\^e  7.  the 
document  cajniot  credibly  claim  lo  ha^c  con,'iidered  even  the  ,single  most  weil-de%^eloped 
alternative  design  offered  bv  cisizeni^.  that  would  seem  to  be  a  fairlv  clear  violation  of  NLPA. 

'ITie  design  advocated  by  FRO,  and  until  1999  by  the  CSKT,  was  generally  opposed  by  the 
Montana  Department  of 'fransportation  on  the  grounds  that  it  would  be  unsafe  due  lo  the  lack  of 
passing  opportunities  it  would  provide.  However,  it  is  tlear  even  in  this  flawed  DSEIS  that 
Allemative  7  —  the  closest  appro \imat ion  to  the  FRO  design  --  would  deliver  roughly  the  same 
gains  in  safety  as  the  PPA.  Alteniali^e  10, 


Letter  158,  Thompson  Smith  (continued) 

158-4.— See  Responses  #11-1  and  155-12. 

158-5.— See  Responses  #11-1  and  155-12. 

158-6.— See  Responses  #11-1  and  155-12. 

158-7.— See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 

158-8. — Speed  limits  on  Highway  93  were  set  by  the  State  legislature  and  law 
enforcement  is  under  the  Department  of  Justice. 

Also  see  Responses  #5-1  &  11-1. 

158-9.— See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 
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158-10 


158-11 


158-12 


158-13 


158-14 


158-15 


Smith  comment  twi  Ihgh^sy  9S  Nimpipi  D^IS,  10-6-2006,  page  S 


But  Ik  re  another  contradictory  aspect  of  the  DSEIS  emerges.  Rvon  though  Ahon^ati^e  10,  the 
PP A,  is  for  the  uiost  part  not  a  four-lane  des ign,  the  DSEIS  rt^sorts  to  the  snme  distorliim  tactics 
as  earlier  EIS  s  to  create  an  eXiig&erated  unpressipn  q1  the  snlety  benellts  ot  multiple- 1 nne  roads 
and  an  obfuscation  of  the  satety  problems  those  designs  would  present  -  particularly  on  a 
highway  like  this  one,  with  high  numbers  ot  side  entrances,  poor  winter  driving  conditions,  large 
numbeni  of  elderly  drivers,  and  other  factors. 

One  of  the  ways  that  the  DSEIS  distorts  the  safely  issue  is  by  conflating  the  separate  issues  of 
Safely  and  l^cvcl  of  Scrviije  (for  e?camp1e,  in  the  table  on  page  1-17.  and  2"  paragraph  on  p,  1- 
21).  Again,  this  is  an  old  arg^unent  that  was  discussed  vigorously  in  public  venues  for  many 
>cars.  but  th^^  DSEIS  ;icls  as  if  the  debase  never  occurred.  Of  counie  LX)S  and  safety  are 
interrelated.  13ut  tlien  so  are  the  issues  of  lane  configuration  and  wildhfe  impacts.  Nevertheless, 
those  two  issues  are  considered  separately,  as  they  should  be.  llic  conllation  of  Safety  and  Level 
of  Service  creates  the  fake  impression  that  any  improve  ntciu  in  ]  X)S  would  deliver  an 
improvement  in  safety,  and  that  anv  improvement  in  sale1>  would  necessitate  the  addition  of 
train c  lanes.  Iliis  is  of  course  iiot  unifonnly  Irtte.  for  the  folloiving  reasons,  among  others: 

L  Speed  is  already  a  factor  in  main  accidents  on  Highway  93.  and  also  a  factor  in  the 
severity  t>f  iIkjsc  aeeideiiLs   llic  addition  of  traffic  lanes  usually  results  in  higher  speeds, 
whieh  ni  tLini  inereafves  both  the  rate  and  severity  of  aecidetHs.  Though  new  statistics  arc 
not  yet  avEiilahlc,  ancedolal  observation  suggest  that  today,  on  those  alreadly-complet^d 
segnientsi  of  Highway  93  with  passing  lane^  (Sehairs  Fiats.  etc.X  many  vehicles  now 
travel  at  speeds  in  excess  of  SO  mph. 

2.  On  LLndivided  highways  with  frequent  etitratices,  like  this  one,  the  more  eomp heated 
intersections  created  by  tlie  addition  of  traffic  lanes  can  increase  both  flie  rate  and 
severity  of  accidents.  People  crossing  the  highway,  or  turning  left  onto  the  highway,  have 
much  more  complicated  situations  to  assess.  As  for  turning  left  oft' of  the  highway,  it  is 
true  that  the  alternatives  described  in  this  EIS  would  provide  for  left-hand  turn  bays  at 
county  n>ads.  However,  the  S  or  9  other  entrances  per  mile  that  already  e\ist  in  between 
the  county  roads,  including  driveways ^  would  have  no  such  turn  bays,  so  people  turning 
left  oil  of  the  highway  would  ha\c  to  come  to  a  dead  stop  in  the  pacing  lane.  Thai  may 
be  particularly  hazardous  in  icy  conditions. 

3.  On  multiple  lane  higjiways,  drivers  --  particularly  those  from  out  of  the  area  who  are 
unfamiliar  with  the  area  -  tend  to  be  less  attentive.  Long  distance  drivers  fall  into  an 
interstate  trance  and  zone  out.  iTiat  too  can  be  a  factor  in  accidents,  particular! >■  on  roads 
with  so  many  side  entrances. 

4.  'Hie  addition  of  multiple  lanes  can  become  a  particular  problem  in  winter,  when  the 
stripes  separating  the  lanes  can  become  obscured  by  snow  and  ice.  and  flie  passing  lanes 
become  slick,  Ibe  l^SEJIS  in  general  needs  to  examine  the  way  that  highway  design 
shapes  "driver  cxpt.vt^itioii.""  "]"hc  existence  of  passing  lanes  tends  to  encourage  people  to 
drive  too  fast  in  winter  conditions. 


Letter  158,  Thompson  Smith  (continued) 

158-10. — The  1996  Final  US  93  EIS  contained  an  extensive  comparison  of  the 
safety  effects  of  a  4-lane  highway  versus  a  2-lane  highway  for  a  section  of  US  93 
from  RP  0.6  to  6.3,  which  is  about  30  miles  south  of  this  project.  The  comparison 
was  for  a  5  year  period  before  and  after  this  section  was  improved  from  a  2-lane 
roadway  to  a  4-lane  roadway.  Since  this  is  a  Supplemental  EIS,  we  did  not  repeat 
the  presentation  in  the  SEIS.  The  comparison  showed  that  even  though  there  was  a 
31%  increase  in  traffic  volumes,  there  was  a  significant  reduction  in  numbers  of 
accidents,  accidents  per  mile,  accidents  per  million  vehicle  miles,  and  fatalities. 
There  was,  however,  an  increase  in  accidents  in  icy  or  snowy  conditions. 

In  researching  a  response  to  this  comment,  we  examined  the  same  section  of 
roadway  for  the  most  recent  5  year  period  for  which  we  have  accident  data  (January 
1,  2002  -  December  31,  2006).  This  analysis  along  with  the  previous  comparison  is 
included  in  the  text  in  Section  5.1.1  of  the  FSEIS.  The  analysis  shows  that  even 
though  traffic  volumes  on  this  section  have  increased  by  105  %,  there  are  still  less 
total  accidents,  accidents  per  mile,  accidents  per  million  vehicle  miles,  and  less 
fatalities  than  the  5  year  period  before  it  was  improved  from  2  to  4  lanes.  The 
severity  index  is  now  computed  differently;  however,  when  computed  with  the  same 
formula  used  in  the  earlier  period  the  severity  index  is  also  lower  than  before  it  was 
improved  from  2  to  4  lanes.  As  before,  however,  there  was  a  slight  increase  in 
accidents  in  icy  or  snowy  conditions.  As  with  any  major  project  with  competing 
capacity,  safety,  and  environmental  needs,  compromises  are  often  necessary  in 
designing  transportation  facilities. 

158-11. — The  assertion  that  the  discussion  on  safety  in  the  DSEIS  creates  a  false 
impression  that  any  improvement  in  safety  would  necessitate  the  addition  of  traffic 
lanes  is  certainly  not  the  intent.  In  fact,  we  could  not  make  such  an  interpretation. 
Contrarily,  Table  5-1.4  shows  considerable  projected  safety  benefits  on  the  2-lane 
alternative  (with  no  added  lanes)  due  to  added  shoulders  and  intersection 
improvements. 

158-12.— See  Response  #18-2.  See  also  Response  #158-10. 

158-13. — We  agree  that  stopping  in  a  passing  lane  to  make  a  left  turn  would  be 
more  dangerous  in  icy  conditions.  The  potential  accident  reduction  of  the  added 
lane,  as  experienced  on  the  section  south  of  Evaro,  though,  more  than  offsets  any 
increase  due  to  icy  conditions.  Also,  an  access  control  plan  will  be  prepared  for  this 
project  following  the  completion  of  the  environmental  process.  It  is  fully  expected, 
based  on  the  experience  on  adjacent  sections  of  US  93,  that  an  average  of  3  accesses 
per  mile  will  be  closed  as  a  result  of  the  adoption  of  an  access  control  plan. 
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Responses  an  iliis  page  arc  a  coniinuaiion  from  ihe  previous  page 


158-14. — The  alternative  selected  for  the  preferred  alternative,  Alternative  Rural  3, 
does  not  have  long  stretches  of  multiple  lane  highway.  It  is  projected  to  be  a 
considerable  safety  improvement. 

158-15. — The  problem  of  stripes  being  obscured  by  snow  and  ice  is  not  unique  to 
multiple  lane  highways,  as  2  lane  highways  can  have  the  same  problem.  Also  see 
Response  #158-13. 
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Smith  comment  on  Ihghiay  93  NirUffipe  D^IS,  10-6-2006,  page  4 

I  would  hfive  no  iirobloni  it  tho  ETS  lookod  al  ihcfic  ifisuos  and  then  argued,  with  itasonablo  basis, 
for  why  they  do  not  outweigh  the  other  safety  benefits  of  a  multiple  lane  design.  The  problem  is 
that  none  of  these  typical  and  obvious  problems  with  undivided  multiple  lane  highways  are  even 
nieinJQiied  in  this  document  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  they  have  been  raised  many  times  in  earlier 
comments  submitted  by  citizens  and  organizations  in  the  High^vay  93  EIS  process. 

The  MDT  has  otten  pointed  to  the  example  of  Evaro  as  proof  that  the  addition  of  lanes  delivers 
big  gains  in  safety,  lliere  are  four  reasons  why  that  is  a  poor  example  in  assessing  what  would 
dchvurlhc  best  safely  benefilfii  on  the  reul  of  the  highway.  First,  we've  always  agreed  with  the 
EIS  that  any  of  these  design  improvements  would  improve  safely;  it  is  impossible  to  know  if  the 
Evaro  hill  section  would  have  seen  similar  reductions  in  accidents  wilh  other  designs.  Second, 
E^aro  is  the  steepest  section  on  93  and  has  virtually  no  side  entrances  with  any  significant  traffic, 
and  those  two  conditions  make  it  better  suited  for  a  fotir-lane  design,  lliird,  t^or  safety  analysis 
you  have  lo  look  at  how  a  whole  highway  funclicns,  not  just  one  segment  And  fourth,  some 
types  of  accidents  actually  increased,  including  some  that  we  predicted  --  those  related  to  siio^v 
and  ice.  and  lliose  related  lo  intersections. 

iTie  Evaro  example  must  be  set  against  the  case  of  Higli^vay  37  in  California  s  Bay  .Vrea.  near 
Novalo,  which  saw  a  dramatic  adduction  in  accidents  —  including  the  elimination  of  fatalities  — 
after  b*?ing  reduced  from  three  lanes  to  two  lanes.  Highway  37  carries  well  over  30,000  ADT. 

■V  mnnhcr  of  I c derail  f^tudies  have  shown  that  on  undi\  ided  hJRhwavs,  the  nrincinlc  improvements 
tluu  hL^^e  been  oleaily  proven  to  deliver  improvements  in  s unlets  are  tiot  so  much  the  addition  of 
IralllL^  lanes,  htit  In  a  greali^i  dearee  thu  creation  tjf  wide  pa\cd  slioiil  Jcrs..  rL-dLiutitiiifi  in  the 
nLLEn[>L-r%  otside  entrances,  creation  of  left-hand  turn  bays  at  key  iiiLcr^cclionis,  lieLter  li.^iting, 
stripiti^  and  signage.  w"ell-deEig.ned  sjfihLdisUt»ces,  reduced  speeds,  and  better  law  enforcement. 
In  other  %vords,  the  elearest  benefits  to  safety  are  dcli\cred  by  the  spec i lie  highway 
improvements  long  advocated  by  FRO  --  improvements  tliat  could  have  been  built  with 
everyone's  enthusiastic  support  over  ten  years  ago,  saving  many  lives,  if  the  MDT  had  been 
willing  to  forego  their  objective  of  excessive  expansion  of  Ilighw^ay  93. 

fio  otie  can  sec  the  distortions  and  misunderritanding'^  that  result  from  conflating  l.evel  of  Service 
and  Safety.  Again,  this  was  a  prevalent  problem  in  earlier  EIS's  for  Highway  93^  and  was 
pointed  out  by  many  comin enters  at  that  time. 

One  cannot  help  but  conclude  that  this  contlation  is  part  of  a  pattern  of  argumentative  stvle  and 
predecisional  tone  in  the  EIS.  'Ilie  public  overvvhelming  wants  safety  improvements:  if  the  EIS 
am  make  it  appear  that  more  lanes  is  the  primary  way  of  achieving  that  end.  tlien  it  helps  clear 
the  way  for  a  highway  that  is  bigger  than  necessary.  But  that  is  not  what  an  EIS  is  supposed  to 
do.  It  is  supposed  to  provide  the  public  with  an  even-handed,  unbijised  assessment  of  the  facts 
and  science. 

Iliat  pattern  of  argumentative  bias  around  the  issue  of  safety  can  also  be  seen  in  one  of  the  most 
important  statistical  references  used  in  this  EIS.  In  eNaminingthe  safety  conditions  on  Highway 
93.  the  EIS  repeatedly  cites  '^accidents  per  road  mile"  in-'^lcad  of'^iccidents  per  miUiott  vehicle 
miles"'  (ft>r  example^  pp.  2-.1,  2-15  to  2-16,  aitd  4-6).   Huh  ls  \ct  aiii>lhcr  pR>hlcm  tliiit  ^^■a^  pointed 


Letter  158,  Thompson  Smith  (continued) 

158-16. — As  pointed  out,  multiple  lane  undivided  highways  can  have  some  inherent 
safety  consequences  with  turning  movements  at  driveways,  transition  areas,  snowy 
and  icy  conditions,  and  driver  expectancies;  however,  a  well  designed  multiple  lane 
section  with  adequate  turn  bays  at  intersections,  adequate  shoulders,  well  designed 
transitions  and  appropriate  signing  generally  provides  improved  safety,  as  evidenced 
by  the  Evaro  Hill  project. 

158-17. — The  project  proponents  believe  the  Evaro  Hill  project  is  a  good  example  of 
where  added  lanes  along  with  improved  intersections  and  adequate  shoulders 
improved  the  safety  of  that  section  of  roadway.  The  Evaro  project  has  the  same 
drivers,  is  in  the  same  corridor  and  is  otherwise  very  similar  to  other  projects  on  that 
stretch  of  US  93.  The  improvement  in  accident  statistics  is,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
project  proponents,  highly  relevant  and  the  design  provides  the  best  mix  for 
comparison. 

158-18. — This  project,  in  a  California  setting,  with  California  drivers  does  not  seem 
appropriate  for  a  comparison  to  refute  the  safety  record  of  the  Evaro  project.  The 
Evaro  project  is  in  the  same  corridor  as  this  US  93  project  and  continues  to  perform 
more  safely  as  a  four-lane  highway  than  the  two-lane  highway  it  replaced,  even 
though  there  has  been  a  105%  increase  in  traffic  over  the  twenty  years  it  has  been  in 
place. 

158-19. — Comment  noted.  The  Preferred  Alternative  Rural  3  employs  many  of  the 
features  mentioned.  It  includes  8-foot  wide  paved  shoulders,  left-hand  turn  bays  at 
all  public  road  intersections,  improved  striping  and  signing,  and  improved 
geometries  with  improved  sight  distances,  flatter  curves,  and  improved  turning 
radiuses.  Also  implementation  of  an  access  control  plan  is  expected  to  reduce  the 
number  of  side  entrances. 

158-20. — ^We  do  not  believe  a  highway  bigger  than  necessary  was  selected  for  the 
Preferred  Alternative.  After  much  debate  the  project  proponents  have  selected 
Alternative  Rural  3  as  the  rural  Preferred  Alternative  in  the  final  SEIS.  Alternative 
Rural  3  is  composed  mostly  of  two-lane  roadway,  with  the  addition  of  a  northbound 
passing  lane  from  West  Post  Creek  Road/East  Post  Creek  Road  to  the  top  of  Post 
Creek  Hill,  and  a  section  of  four-lane  divided  roadway  from  Brooke  Lane  to  the 
south  Ronan  city  limits.  The  proponents  determined  that  Alternative  Rural  3  did  the 
best  job  of  meeting  the  project  objective  of  improving  the  capacity  and  safety  of  this 
highway  section  while  preserving  the  high  environmental  values  of  the  area. 

158-21.— See  Response  #52-13. 
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Smith  comment  twi  Ihgh^sy  9S  NJmpipiD^I^  10-6-2006,  page  3 

out  to  Uio  MDT  and  coiisullnntfi  in  iuimci»ufi  communis  on  overv  prcviouj;  itoralion  of  EIS's  for 
Higtiway  93.  A  busy  liigliway  with  a  decent  accident  rate  will  h^vs  n  high  iiuinl>er  of  "accidents 
per  road  mile;"  a  sparsely  traveled  highway  with  a  bad  accident  rate  will  have  few  "accidents  per 
road  mile/'  It  is  therefore  inherently  deceptive  vo  use  accidents  per  road  mile  as  a  statistic  in 
comparing  the  relative  safety  of  different  highways.  The  only  acceptable  statistic  —  and  even  that 
one  needs  to  be  supported  by  far  more  sophisticated  data  and  aiial>'sis  ■■  is  accidents  per  million 
vehicle  miles.  At  other  places  the  DSEIS  uses  accidents  per  million  vehicle  miles 
(acknowledging  that  the  rate  on  Highway  93  is  0,9S.  which  is  significantly  fre/pivthe  statewide 
average  cf  1.30),  but  the  usage  h  incons^istent. 

It  is  difficult  to  imagine  why  the  EIS  would  do  this,  other  than  the  desire  of  the  authors  that  no 
one  would  seriously  consider  the  more  limited  two-lane  cations  (Ahematives  1  and  2.  and  parts 
of  3  and  V),  "lliat  would  seem  to  indicate,  again,  that  the  document  is  less  of  an  even-handed  look 
at  the  facts  than  an  argumentative,  prcdccisiona!  rationali /nation  for  a  design  already  agreed  upon 
by  the  agencies  involved. 

C>n  a  narrowet  matter  of  safiity,  on  paa^^  T-2R,  table  IK  U  the  DSRIS  sttggLrsts  ihal  cttrvilinear 
design  will  benefit  LQS  and  safety,  Uns  necdw  to  ht.*  explained.  It  woukl  seem  more  likely  thai 
the  adding  of  curves  may  in  faet  make  the  hialuva)  more  JangeTx>us,  especially  in  icy  conditions 
and  for  nighttJTnc  drivers,  particularly  during  rain  or  snow. 

Another  major  problem  in  the  DSRTS  is  lis  almost  total  JRiuyini^  of  eumnlalive  and  heeondar\ 
impacts.  RepealodK,  tlie  dooutnent  denies  that  the  expaiif^ion  of  the  road  will  have  any 
^ignirieant  impaet  on  gnnvlh  in  the  area,  'fliis  ainutel  eompiete  dismissal  of  the  indueed  traffie 
phenomenon,  which  appears  in  the  I.^nd  Use  chapters  among  others,  is  made  with  almost  no 
basiSj  ignoring  evidence  such  as  the  1994  report  by  ECO  Northwest  for  the  Oregon  Department 
of  Transportatioiv  whieh  showed  that  highways  have  the  biggest  impaet  on  aecelerating  gFt>mh 
in  precisely  the  kind  of  situation  we  have  here:  a  sprawl-oriented^  fast-growing  city  adjacent  to  a 
rural  area  already  experiencing  problems  of  rapid  growth  but  not  yet  overwhelmed  by  them.  The 
DSEIS  responds  by  stating  that  other  factois  are  far  more  important  in  shaping  grovMli.  This 
essentially  avoids  the  question.  Of  course  transportation  design  doesn't  cause  growth  in  and  of 
itself.  No  one  has  ever  said  that  in  this  debate.  What  we  have  said  is  that  transportation  design 
can  accelerate  growlh  that  is  already  occurring.  Transportation  systeitts  are  built  by  the 
governmetii  with  tax  dollars  -  which  means  that  of  ail  the  many  factors  that  do  a^ect  growth, 
they  comiitJite  the  single  most  important  factor  that  we.  the  public,  have  the  power  to  control 
directly. 

In  addition,  this  dismissal  of  the  gro\^th- inducing  effects  of  highway  expansion  fails  to  look  at 
how'  ex  en  slightly  worsenina  the  pioblem  of  uncontrolled  ero^vtli  inav  have  devastaling  impacts 
on  communities,  cultures,  and  eve;! lures  [hat  already  barclv  hanging  on:  Uie  endangered  Palish, 
Pend  d 'Oreille,  and  Kootenai  ettlluresi  Ltiid  languages  are  directly  tlireatened  by  these  problems. 
So  are  the  numerous  endangered  species  of  the  area.  One  could  argue  that  the  few  family  fanners 
and  rancheT?^  still  hanging  on  would  also  threatened  by  any  worsening  of  an  already  bad 
situation. 


Letter  158,  Thompson  Smith  (continued) 

158-22. — The  document  is  intended  to  evaluate  the  impacts  and  benefits  of  the  range 
of  alternatives  selected  by  the  three  lead  agencies  after  initial  study  of  many  more. 
It  was  a  collaborative  effort  that  resulted  in  the  draft  SEIS.  Comments  from  all 
reviewers  have  helped  shape  the  ultimate  Preferred  Alternative  in  the  Final  SEIS  and 
will  be  reflected  in  the  Record  of  Decision.  Also  see  Response  #11-1. 

158-23. — The  curvilinear  design  is  expected  to  remove  some  of  the  monotony  of 
driving  long  straight  stretches  of  roadway  where  drivers  may  become  inattentive. 
Also,  at  night  the  curvilinear  alignment  reduces  the  exposure  to  on-coming 
headlights. 

158-24. — The  project  sponsors  do  not  dismiss  the  induced  traffic  phenomenon,  but 
have  agreed  there  will  be  little  induced  growth  associated  with  the  selection  of  the 
two  lane  Alternative  Rural  3  as  the  preferred  alternative. 

158-25. — Growth  is  not  induced  in  these  circumstances  by  the  proposed  road 
improvements.  The  growth  will  happen  for  many  reasons,  as  is  shown  by  the  fact 
that  it  is  already  happening  and  has  been  happening  for  many  years,  even  with  a 
substandard  road.  The  growth  will  be  much  better  controlled  (rather  than  by 
perpetuating  an  unsafe  road)  by  adequate  land  use  controls  and  such  legal  restraints 
as  conservation  easements.  These  measures  are  beyond  the  ability  of  MDT  and 
FHWA  to  impose.  See  also  Response  #158-24. 
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158-26 


15S-27 


158-26 


158-29 


158-30 


158-31 


158-32 


Smith  comment  on  Ihghiay  93  NirUffipe  D^IS,  10-6-2006,  page  6 


0\\  Uiis  issue,  the  DSEIS  directly  contradicts  the  D^^cemlxr^  20OQ  Nkmoraiiduni  of  Aerecmem  on 
Highway  93.  Oil  page  31  of  that  dociiinent,  which  was  supposed  to  express  the  joint  viewpoint  of 
the  CSK'1\  the  MD'I,  and  the  FHWA,  it  is  llatlv  asserted  that  '"imDroveineiit  and  expansion  of 
US  93  will  induce  population  growth,  parcel  subdivision,  and  development  and  construction  in 
the  US  93  corridor,  lliese  activities  will  cause  habitat  fraenientation.  enviroiiiiieiif.il  impacts,  and 
j^iiin  ill  cant  change  to  the  Reservation  landscape,"  tke  where  in  MO  A.  it  is  stated  (bat  *'MD'l, 
I  I  [\V  \  and  I  he  Tribes  commit  to  diligently  explore  and  apply  methods  for  limiting  and  directing 
iiighn'iiy  induced  gr<m^k  and  devetopmeru." 

llie  highway's  likelihood  of  worsening  problems  of  growlh  was  the  primary  reason  for  the 
Federal  Highway  \diiiiiiislr4tioii  acknowledging  thai  ibe  project  would  have  a  detrimental  effect 
on  the  Tribes:  and  that  detenni nation  was  the  basis  for  FHWA.  as  a  federal  .ngeiicy  w  itii  a  trust 
responsibility  to  the  tribes,  withholding  funds  until  the  three  parlies  could  reach  agreement  on 
design.  For  the  srowth-inducing  ciTccts  of  the  liijghwav  to  mm  be  denied  is  to  assert  that  there 
was  no  real  reason  for  the  F^HWA  to  acknowledge  tlie  Tribes'  concerns  or  to  delay  the  project  at 
ail. 

Hi  is  problem  is  pervasive  in  the  DSKIS.  rcsuKing  in  dcHcicnt  analv^i^i  of  impacts,  and 
inudequale  uoiisi deration  of  a\oidEMicc  [ind  or  mitigation,  in  many  chapters,  including  but  not 
lirnitiid  to  land  use,  pri]nc  and  Linique  iatin hinds,  soi^ial,  economic,  air  quality,  noi$c,  water 
t|ualily.  fish  and  ivildlifc.  1^1'^  species,  and  so  on. 

Other  specific  concerns  from  tlic  DSEIS: 

•  On  paftc  1-23,  it  is  claimed  that  there  arc  *'no  unresolved  issues.'^  Yet  the  location  of 
aravel  mines  and  other  provision  of  fill  have  not  yet  been  identified.  These  could 
have  sigtuficant  environmental  and  aesthetic  and  potentially  cultural  impacts.  Also, 
what  would  the  environmental  impact  be  of  temporary^  asphalt  plants,  which  emit 
known  carcinogens  and  other  toxics? 

•  With  noise  impacts,  there  should  be  esploration  of  adding  some  kind  of  muffling 
material  to  bridaine  or  raised  sections  of  the  hiahwav,  regardless  of  which  design  is 
selected. 


Mv  Preferred  Alternative  (MP A) 

In  the  rural  segment  of  the  project.  I  would  advocate  for  a  combination  of  Alternative  2  and,  for 
the  section  between  Eagle  Pass  Road  and  Crow  Creek.  Alternative  7.  'Ilie  coiiibi  nation  of  these 
two  designs  would  result  in  a  two- lane  design  except  for  a  northbound  passing  lane  on  Post 
Creek  hill.  'Iliens  would  be  a  raised-highway  design  for  the  most  sensitive  section,  but  beginning 
just  north  of  Ninepipes  Lodge.  In  this  desigiu  I  would  also  advocate  for  the  longest  and  highest 
bridge  design  at  Post  Creek,  which  is  probably  the  most  important  east-west  corridor  for  lar^e 
animals  in  the  entire  Mission  Valley ,  In  addition,  an  integral  part  of  this  design  would  have  to  be 
clear  visual  demarcation  of  this  part  of  the  highway  as  a  distinct  parkway,  which  would  have  a 
slower  speed  limit  —  perhaps  50  niph. 


Letter  158,  Thompson  Smith  (continued) 

158-26. — There  is  no  intent  for  a  contradiction.  The  traffic  growth  rate  of  2.8 
percent  per  year  utilized  for  projecting  traffic  is  based  upon  both  past  population 
growth  and  traffic  growth  trends  in  Lake  County  and  the  surrounding  area.  The 
CSKT,  MDT,  and  FHWA  consider  it  to  be  a  reasonable  expectation  for  the  corridor. 
The  DSEIS  acknowledges  in  Section  5.2,  Land  Use,  that  the  effects  of  highway 
improvement  on  growth  in  the  area  would  likely  be  more  significant  with  the  4-lane 
alternatives  and  would  be  minimized  with  selection  of  an  alternative  containing 
mostly  a  2 -lane  configuration. 

158-27. — It  is  not  intended  to  deny  the  possibility  of  certain  growth  effects  of  the 
highway,  but  only  to  suggest  that  the  efforts  for  limiting  and  directing  that  growth, 
to  the  extent  possible,  will  be  successful  in  offsetting  any  growth  effects  of  the 
proposed  new  facility 

158-28. — The  project  proponents  believe  growth  has  been  adequately  dealt  with  in 
this  SEIS  and  in  the  selection  of  the  Preferred  Alternatives.  See  also  Responses 
#158-26  and  #158-27  above. 

158-29.— See  Response  #52-12. 

158-30. — Gravel  excavation  and  crushing  operations  as  well  as  asphalt 
manufacturing  operations  that  would  occur  to  provide  material  for  the  US  93  project 
could  result  in  air  quality  impacts,  and  those  impacts  would  be  considered  indirect 
impacts  to  the  roadway  project.  Traffic  to  and  from  material  source  sites,  in  addition 
to  the  heavy  machinery  required  to  extract  materials,  will  have  fugitive  dust  and 
emissions  impacts  similar  to  those  described  for  indirect  construction-related 
impacts.  To  the  extent  such  impacts  are  reasonably  foreseeable,  they  have  been 
discussed. 

158-31.— See  Response  #13-4. 

158-32. — The  Legislature  sets  the  speed  limit  by  statute.  Also,  the  proponents  of  the 
project  have  attempted  to  balance  various  competing  interests,  such  as  capacity, 
safety,  funding  availability,  environmental,  and  regulatory  concerns. 

Also  see  Responses  #5-1  &  11-1. 
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158-33 


153^34  [ 
158-351 

158-361 

158  37 

158-38 


158-39 


158-40 


158-41 


Smith  eomrnefUonHishmy93S'ifi€pjpiiDSEIS,  lO'6-20O6,po$e  7 

Tlii:  mi:miitiiina\  imptirtaiice  of  tlie  habilal  of  llie  Kinepipe  area.  it,s  cuhural  importance  lo  Salish, 
Pend  dOi'isilk,  and  Root^nai  people  and  also  to  local  non-Indians,  and  ihe  ciiorinons  insestineiU 
already  made  in  tlie  area  by  the  Tribes,  the  federal  government,  and  the  stale,  merit  the 
exceptional  treatment  of  this  section.  It  is  noted  in  tlie  DSEIS  that  while  most  options  are 
estimated  to  cost  S35  to  S40  million.  Altemative  7  would  cost  an  estimated  Si  14  million.  It  is 
worth  noting  thai  (he  Uniled  States  is  currently  spending  that  much  money  every^  nine  hour>;  in 
Iraq.  We  intisl  Iniild  this  highway  the  right  way.  even  itit  costs  more  to  do  so. 

It  would  he  good  to  look  into  some  design  to  help  de-ice  bridging  and  other  miscd  surfaces,  and 
to  add  to  such  structures  some  kind  of  muflling  material  to  counteract  noise  impacts. 

Wherever  passing  lanes  recon verge,  there  needs  to  be  much  more  aggressive,  prominent,  and 
weatherproof  signage,  including  not  only  strict  marking  of  the  point  beyond  which  people  must 
not  pass,  but  also  the  distance  to  the  n«ja  passing  opportunity,  1  would  also  advocate  the 
establishment  of  higlier  lines  or  tougher  penalties  for  unsafe  pjissing  and  posting  notice  of  those 
tines  penal  lies.  U  would  he  wise  to  increase  funding  for  enforcement,  if  that  can  be  included  in 
the  project. 

If  the  HI*A  remains  Altemative  HK  I  would  strongly  ad\oc[ile  the  cliiniiKitioii  of  the  south  bo  L[itd 
passing  lane  tlirougji  the  M  no  pipe  area  If  ibe  parties  instsl  llial  ti  ?^oiithl>i>und  passing  hine  is 
iiecessars  --  a  highly  dubious  a.sserlioii  --  I  vvtnild  ttr^e  ihal  it  be  pkteed  JLLst  north  of  ihe  litjjjiway 
212  iuterseeltoti:,  rather  than  soullx  and  inLorpi>rated  into  a  full  bridHJut*  of  ihe  ponds  north  of 
that  interseeltoiT;.  In  this  way.  some  envinMimentiil  iTeneEll  could  be  gotten  from  what  would 
othslrvvise  he  an  cuvironEticiitEd  del  rime  iil. 


For  Ronan.  1  strongl>'  urge  the  [jarties.  and  the  cil\ 

lanes  aretnds'  necessary  to  earrs'  the  projeeled  \  ^^ll 


d'  Ronan,  to  recomi  dAr.whejher.  fmir 

Mies  oflratrie.  'Iliorcare  nmnen^u.s  studies 


available  on  the  internets  includhig  several  that  can  be  accessed  at 

w w w.w  al kab lecoin nui lu  1  ies . orn.  that  show  tliree-lane  designs  safely  and  smoothh'  handling  well 
over  20,000  .^DT,  and  in  some  eases  approaching  30^000. 1  would  also  urge  the  parties  and  th* 
city  to  consider  replacing  the  traOic  liahts  with  roundabouts,  which  can  reduce  accidents, 
improve  tralfle  flow,  and  improve  pedeslriati  safety. 

Lastly.  I  would  ur^e  that  a  separate  bike  path  be  considered  for  tlie  entire  project,  if  this  can  be 
done  without  significant  additional  hann  to  the  environment. 


Letter  158,  Thompson  Smith  (continued) 

158-33.— See  Responses  #5-1,  11-1,  and  158-32. 

158-34.— See  Response  #13-3. 

158-35.— See  Response  #13-4. 

158-36. — All  signing  will  conform  to  the  most  current  federal  and  state  standards. 

158-37. — Funding  for  enforcement  cannot  be  included  in  project  costs. 
Enforcement  is  by  the  Montana  Highway  Patrol,  which  is  under  the  State 
Department  of  Justice.  See  also  Response  #13-6. 

158-38.— See  Response  #11-1. 

158-39.— See  Response  #13-8 

158-40.— See  Response  #13-9 

158-41.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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Letter  158,  Thompson  Smith  (continued) 

The  draft  publication  "Ninepipe  Wildlife  Conservation  and  Transportation  Safety  Proposal"  which  follows  was  physically  handed  to  a  project  representative  at  the  public  hearing. 
No  further  response  is  necessary  as  explained  in  the  email  correspondence  below. 


tnjail  Com:!>po3idcEn;c  with  "llianipsoii  Sniilh 

Ski  I  lings  Connolly.  Inc. 

Lyie  Reiu,  PR 

Senior  Transpoildtion  tnginwr 

omce:  060)  491 -3399 
Dir43cl:  (360)455-3134 
|jx:(36*J)49l-3K57 
itwu.skillings.com 

- — -Original  Message- — 

Froni:  Thompson  Smith  [mailloitrs.-'fJ^ black root.iicl] 

Seitl;  liiday.  Oelober  06.  2006 4:03  I'M 

To:  Lyie  Renz 

Stibjecl:  Re:  Nijnepipe  question 

Tlianks  Lyle,  1  apprtsclale  tlial.  Yss.  ['iin  sorry  I  did  not  point  out  at  llie  hearing  what  [  wanted  you  to  do 
u  i)li  (lie  psiper.  1  rankly.  I  wasnt  jiure  either,  otltcr  than  I  ho(ped  wu  would  take?  a  look  ;tt  it.  I'm  gjad 
yon  have.  I  would  tike  it  included  as  a  supplement  lo  my  writlen  comments^  tor  a  coupk  of  reasons. 
I  init,  in  my  comments.  1  argue  that  while  the  EiS  doeii  a  good  job  of  developing  .Alternative  7.  the  IKO 
proposal  was  more  mnlli-raci^ed  than  just  a  highway  desi|^.  Thu  paper  could  help  clarify  that.   Second, 
if  the  deeision  of  wliat  lo  do  remain.^  m  up  in  the  air  as  several  olHeialit  have  staled.  1  think  the  paper 
remains  useful  in  helping  folks  eonsiider  what  to  do  with  tins  segment  of  higjwvay,  including  whether  il 
r\;ally  merits  difTen^nl  treatment  and  much  higher  levels  of  investment.   I  think  the  paper  olTers  a  pretty 
g{X>d  case  that  il  does  merit  tlii>se  things. 

I  ihink  FRO  iiever  printed  a  version  (tm  did  not  have  ihe  word  "draft"  on  it,  portly  because  we  wanted  to 
give  readers  the  impression  that  it  was  not  a  "position"  set  in  stone,  but  a  point  of  discussion,  intended  to 
introduce  some  new  IJiinktng  on  ihe  issue.  The  paper  was  originally  oHered  as  pjin  of  our  poster  session 
ai  the  iC<>\VK'rci>nference  held  iit  Missoub  in  Se|>teinher  1999. 

[  have  had  no  association  with  the  Flatliead  Resource  t>rgani7.ation  since  2001  or  20<J2,  and  do  not  know 
if  they  even  really  Still  exist  as  a  functioning  group.  'Ilierefore.  1  cannot  say  wIkIIkt  they  liave 
members,  or  if  iJiey  do,  wheiherihey.^il]  ad^'ocate  something  like  whai  we  propi>se  in  the  pjiper. 

[  would  agree  that  the  concluding  section  yon  mentioeii  is  ouidaied  a^id  also  iiiappropriate.  If  you  would 
ju^t  omil  that  section  1  would  appreciate  it. 

.'\ltlMugh  I  don't  agree  with  some  aspects  oftlie  project  I  did  waiil  to  say  that  I  ha^'e  always  found  you 
to  be  41  good  penjOH  to  deal  with  '-  ivhcther  in  agreeineiit  or  in  disagreeiucntl 

Hianks  again. 
Ibni 


> Original  Message^ — 

Dn  tlct  6l  200&.  at  4i44  PM.  LyIe  Renz  wrote' 

Tom. 

]  have  the  copy  of  the  Draft  Ninepipe  Wildlife  Conser%al  ion  and  Transportation  Safely  Proposal 
prepared  by  the  Flalhead  Resource  Or^anizatton  (FRO)  dated  October  1^9  that  you  g^ve  lo  me  at  llie 
public  hearing  in  Ronan.  It  Avasn't  apparent  what  you  wanted  me  to  do  with  it,  hoivever,  [  assumed  you 
wanted  it  incUtded  as  part  of  your  eommenls,  even  though  I  don't  believe  you  made  a  direct  refenaice  to 
the  Proposal  in  your  teslimonv. 

Tlie  propixs^il  is  well  writteit  and  contains  some  interesting  informal  ion  concenting  the  project  corridor. 
I  do  have  some  questions  conceming  this  proposal.  Since  llic  cop\'  you  gave  me  is  a  ISrafl  dated 
October  1999'  -  was  it  ever  finalized?  Does  FRO  still  support  if?  FRO  made  a  proposal  during  the  SEES 
fomtulalion  lime  period,  which  did  not  formal ly  reference  this  paper. 

]  have  some  question  as  to  tlie  rele\'ance,  since  the  material  does  not  directly  coniment  on  ilie  niatcrjal 
contained  in  tite  DSEIS  dated  .August  9,  2<iii6.  llie  paper  concludes  wiih  a  sectioai  askiufi  people  lo  join 
FRO  and  asJts  llicm  to  write  to  several  people  who  no  longer  hold  positions  in  llic  State.  Tribal  or 
Federal  govenimenls.  which  seems  inappropriate  for  inclusion  in  the  SEES. 

LyIe  Ren?. 

Ski  Mings  Connolly.  Enc. 

LyIe  Rem.,  PE 

Senior  l^ransportation  Engineer 

Qmce:<360)  491-3399 

Direct;  (360)  455-3134 

rax;(36<3)49E-3£57 

Www.  ski  llings.com 

>-— Original  Mes:;age 

From:  Thompson  Smith  |mailto:trs>g?blackfoot.net] 

Sent:  Friday,  October  06,  2006  1:28  PM 

To:  Lyle  Renx 

Subject:  >Jinepipe  question 

Lyle 

At  tlie  public  hearing  in  RoiiaiL  I  left  with  you  a  copy  of  the  October  199?  Flathead  Resource 
Organizalion  proposal  for  Ninepipe.  Can  you  please  consider  that  part  of  Jiiy  comments  subiniUcd  for 
tie  record? 

Tlumks. 
Tom 

Thompson  R.  -Smith 
53950  Marsh  Creek  Road 
Charlo.  M'f  59K24 
406-644-2547 
trsfnibl  ack  fool,  net 
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Letter  158,  Thompson  Smith  (continued) 


NINEPIPE 

WiLDUFE  Conservation  and  Transportation  Safety 

Proposal 

An  Integrated  Transportation  &  Land  Use  Management  Plan 


DRAFT  —  October  m9  —  DRAFT 


FLATHEAD  RESOURCE  OlKUKp^AtlON 

Box  &41  <  Si.  mnalius.  Mwitana  £5665 


Nincplpc  Wildlife  &  Transporiallon  Safety  Proposal  -  DRAR  -  Ocl.  J3S9 

NiNEPIPE 
Wildlife  Conservation  &  Transportation  Safety  Proposal: 

An  Integrated  Transportation  and  Land  Use  Management  Plan 


Summary: 

The  Nii^epipe  Wildlife  Conservallor  and  Transportaiion  Safety^  Proposal  seeks  to 

improve  safety  for  both  wildlife  and  people  \n  one  of  Ihe  Northern  Rockies^  greai 

nalural  IteasLires.  locaied  near  the  center  of  the  Flaihead  Indian  Reservation.  This 

woriiabte  transportatiori  and  land  use  management  plan  builds  on  the  lD^^g  efforts  oF 

Tribal  Federal  and  Stale  agencies  and  personnel  as  well  as  grassrools  citizens 

organ (zaiiorts  arvd  pri^-aie  ir^dividuals.  to  stud)',  prolecl,  and  niana^e  this  ecologically 

crucial  area.  Drawing  on  thai  work,  this  proposal  addresses  Ihree  of  the  great  prob- 

lems  looming  over  Ihe  areai  unconi rolled  dex^elopment,  wildlife  nvortalir^^  and  the 

need  to  improve  IraETic  safeh'  and  address  Ihe  grovvth  of  IralTic  on  U5.  Highway  ?3. 

ThmugJT  an  inlegrated  approach  invoK^ing  transportation  design,  animal  mfgraiJDii 

devices,  conservation  easements,  and  land  use  planning  efforts,  this  proposal  u^uld 

help  protect  one  of  the  most  uniQ^ie  and  biologically  diverge  ralural  communities  in 

IheWesL 


'  ^  '  Covjrr  psiTstin^  by  Cixky  Ctj  Imcml.  1959. 
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Letter  158,  Thompson  Smith  (continued) 


NInepipe  Wildlife  St  TransporlaMorv  Safely  Proposat  -  DKAFT     Oct.  199? 

Ninepipe  Wildlife  Conservation  &  Transportation  Safety  Proposal: 
An  integrated  Transportation  and  Land  Use  Management  Pbn 

Contents: 

Abstract  2 

L  The  NInepipe  Area:  One  of  the  Great  Natural  Treasures  of  the  Northern  Rockies  ^ 

A  Rich  and  Unique  Ecoiyslem  ^ 

A  Crucial  Part  of  a  Larger  Habilal  Complex  & 

CoiTiTTion  Ground;  Our  Long  History  of  Working  to  Prot«l  the:  NInepipe  Area  ^ 

2.  A  Threatened  |ewel:  The  Problem  of  Traffic,  H\^hw^9l.  and  Sprawl  S 

A  Rising  Tide  of  Traffic  and  Devclopnienl  S 

Tht  Cortscq!ucnqc5:  Rising  Mortal itjy  of  Anmials  and  People  3 

Animal  mtgrailcn.  habltai  fragmtniaiion,  and  wildlife  mortality  ? 

SpraHi'l,  the  lois  oF  key  habllat.  and  transportation  design  II 
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Niiepipe  Wtldltfc  &  TransportaUqn  Safety  Prppo^l  -  DRAFT  -  Oct.  1999 
i.  Ninepipc:  One  of  the  Great  Natural  Treasures  of  the  Northern  Rockies 

A  Rich  and  UriJQpe  Ecosystem 

V\ficn  most  people  ihink  oT  ihf  Minepipe  area,  ihev  ihlnk  fiisl  d  the  hurtdfeds  of  kctlLc  por>d&  or  glacial  "plngps" 
scatlered  across  the  prairidands  in  and  around  ihc  Nfnepjpc  Natioral  Wildlire  RcFuge.  Their  htiuW  has  inspired 
coUFUfcss  aTliiti  and  photogTaphers:  trnt  fevv  Fcaiize  thai  Ihese  cornp[ci  and  dc-licue  welfands  abo  compiise  one  oF 
ihc  mpsl  product wc  I'i'alerfoivl  nesUng  habilats  in  all  of  North  America  on  a  per-atre  basis. 

Bui  Ihc  ecological  importance  of  the  ISfinepipe  area  extends  beyond  c^tii  ils  great  importance  to  migratory 
u^terfdth'L  Reaching  from  Post  Crtek  to  Crow  Creek  through  the  hear!  of  the  Flathead  Indian  R«crvallon.  it 
comprise$  ofic  of  the  rm>si  di^-crse  wiEdlile  |  ^" 

habitats  in  ihc  Northern  Rockies.  Pristine  | 
mounlain  streams,  upland  prairies,  pondcrosa  ' 
and  coitonvvood-dominated  forests,  and  hun- 
dreds of  pothole  ponds  and  other  small  wet- 
lands are  scaUercd  ^cro^  this  varted  land- 
scape. Both  Poit  Creek  and  Crow  Creek  are 
home  to  westslope  cutthroat  trout,  currently  pe- 
tilior^ed  for  listing  to  (he  Thncalcncd  &  Endan- 
gered Species  List.  The  creeks  also  provide  cru- 
cial cover  3nd  r^cvx  as  "migralion  corridors"  for 
numerous  lai^spedts,  including  ^izzly  bears. 
Ihat  nm-e  belw^en  I  he  Misiron  Mountains  and  ! 

^'  Nlncplpc  Reservoir.  poJMc  ponds,  and  H  igliwsy  ?^,  looki  %  jgul  h. 

When  we  cansitJer  the  astonishing  nLmbcr  of  other  speci;es  of  special  concern  \n  the  arcz.  we  be^n  to^et  a  sense  o( 
just  hmv  r^re  gnd  hmvcnjciat  this  area  is.  Bald  eagles  and  peregrine  falcons,  both  rcnwjv^d  just  this  summer  frtjm  the 
[hre^ened  species  list,  occur  here.  Harleqjjin  and  eanv35back ducks.  Tavnsend  big-eansd  bats,  loons,  and  trurapeter 
SMans  also  live  In  the  area,  and  are  considered  by  ihc  Tribal  Wildlife  Management  Pro^r^m  lo  be  locally  sensitive 
species.  Burrowing  owls,  leopard  frogs,  and  prairie  chickens  are  either  locally  sensitive  or  locaUv  extirpated:  the 
protected  lands  of  the  ISEinepIpe  area  at  least  make  tt  possible  that  they  may  be  rcinlroduced  on  an  eKperimerlal  basis 
in  tlic  near  future.  Grty  wolves,  an  endangered  species,  periodically  move  through  the  Mission  f^nge,  jusl  east  of  the 
Miriepipi.^  area,  and  ha^'e  been  repeated|y  seen  in  the  Rcser\atEO]i  Divide  area  to  the  southwest.  In  addition,  other 

species  which  currently  inhabit  this  rare  glacial  geography  are 
localjy  abundant,  but  r?rc  dsewhete.  Wildlife  managers  believe 
thai  without  Nincpipe's  healthy  short  eared  mvl  population,  the 
species  might  rccjuirc  special  protective  status  which  b.  a  costly 
and  restrictcK'e  process.  To  some  ottcnt.  the  same  may  also  be 
tme  of  canvasback  diicks  andyeilowi- headed  blackbirds. 

Clearly,  this  Is  a  place  of  unusually  high  value,  and  unusually  deli- 
cate condition.  Thousands  of  species,  ranging  frcri  liBetts  and  small 
amphibians  to  ore  of  Worth  America's  rkhesl  bird  populaAioris,  from 
dk  to  grizzlies,  from  oregpn  gppe  to  ckferberrtes  to  natrw grasses  — 
all  Us^/G  thrived  here  for  millenia  as  an  abundant  and  varicgsted 
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ecological  community.  As  Dale  Becker,  head  of  the  Tribal  Wildlife  Man^ 
agement  Pn^gram.  has  wriiter.  "The  current  route  of  U.S.  Hightvay  ?3 
passes  through  son^e  of  the  best  glaciated  wetland  habitat  in  the  United 
Stales  ivest  of  the  Continenlal  Divide"  (19%,  p.  S). 

Ninepipe  is  sliSI  viable  as  wildlife  habitat  because  ii  is  nol  j'et  owerEy  frag- 
mented. When  w:  look  sH  aerial  phcftogi^hs  of  the  Mission  V^lev.  the  area 

from  Cro»\'  Creek  soiJth  standi  out  immediately  as  less  subdivided,  less 
populated,  less  plowed.  This  means  that  within  the  Ntnep^  area,  everytiiing 
from  patnied  turtles  to  gfirjjy  bears  can  still  migpte  bebwxn  various  parts  of 
their  ow:rall  habitat,  folk7i\lng  migration  routes  that  crts&cnoss  the  valle>'. 


Niticpipc's  p>Dnd5.  rrmincd  onlfif  cast  bj^  Che  TorcstfcS  haie  oi 
[hi:  Mfiiion  Mounuin  Tiibal  wiidcmtss.  and  on  ihc  iiortli 
by  dcvclopmcnl  crccFin^Multi  Iron  RfHiiiutowjfrd  Crow  Crert. 


CSKTs  Bill  Svmcy  with  jJiort-cansd  oM 


A  Crucial  Part  of  a  Larger  Habiial  Complex 

Habitat  connectivity  also  lies  at  the  heart  of  Ninepipes 
ecological  importance  on  a  much  larger  le^'el,  as  a 
vital  part  of  the  Northern  Rockies  ecosystem,  per 
haps  the  most  intact  and  fully  functional  large  eco- 
sj/stem  remaining  in  the  loaver  4S  states  (see  map 
ttl).  To  the  cast,  the  Ninepipc  area  leads  directly  to 
the  Miision  l^ange.  itself  an  area  of  nearly  200,000 
acres  of  tribal  and  federal  wilderness.  The  Swan  Val- 
Iqy  connects  the  Mission  Range  lo  the  immense  Bob 
Marshall-Glacier  ansa.  To  the  west,  the  Flathead  Ri^tr 
corridor  leads  to  the  National  Bison  Range.  Ferry  Ba- 
sin, the  Reservation  Divide,  and  from  there  west  to  the  Thompson  River  countij  and  the  Cabinet  Mountains, 
and  south  uHimalcly  lo  the  Bitrenroot  Range.  The  genelic  health  and  vltalit_x  of  wildlife  populations  in  the 
region  as  whole  depends  in  part  on  the  maintenance,  and  in  some  areas  the  restoration,  of  these  migration 
corridors.  The  continued  viability  of  the  iSllnepipe  area  as  wildlife  habitat.  In  short,  is  a  crucial  part  of  Iheivell 
being  of  this  5arger  ecosystem. 


Common  Ground:  Our  Long  History  of  Workirtg  to  Protect  the  Ninepipe  Area 

The  beauty  and  environmental  significance  ol  Ihe  Ninepipe  area  has  resulted  in  an  uncommon  history  of  action 
to  protect  this  land  for  the  generations  to  come  In  a  region  where  we  loo  often  lind  our  community  divided, 
(he  Ninepipe  area  has  been  a  meeting  ground  of  sorts.  As  a  result,  every  go^-emmental  agency,  every  political 
body,  and  citizens  from  c^-ery  cultural  and  economic  background  ha^-e  ^vorked  diligent jy  over  theyear^.  and 
invested  considerable  resources,  in  protcctirig  ihis  unique  natural  treasure. 

For  countless  generations,  the  Pend  d'Oreille  people  and  other  tribes  of  this  area  have  treated  Ninepipe  with 
great  respect  and  care,  nurturing  jIs  plant  and  animal  populations,  which  havi;  In  turn  helped  sustain  the 
people.  This  tradltioiwl  relationship  with  the  land  continues  into  the  present  datv.  as  over  12,000  acres  of  tribal 
lands  in  the  Ninepipe  area  continue  to  be  managed  primarily  for  wildlife  habitat,  grazing,  and  other  agricultural 
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U!i!:5-  Tribal  actions  lo  pralcci  bndi  throughout  ihc  Flathead  Reservation  have  helped  mainialii  the  ^'alue  and 
Function  of  Ninepipe  as  a  habitat  compltjc  <jOtiincclin|  to  the  larger  ci^osystems  oF  \\k  Norlhern  Rockies  as  a 
ivhoJe:  the  Mission  Mounlain  Tribal  Wfldcmess  and  I  he  VVifdcrnesi  StJffer  Zone,  together  amount  fn^  id  owr 
114,000  acres,  with  new  proposals  potent iaUv  adding  about 
10,000  more:  Tribal  priniltive  areas  in  the  South  Fort-RaUtc^ 
snakt  area,  comprrsing  overS9,000  acres:  and  the  Fialhcad  Rjvtr 
corridor  special  mana^ment  area  covers  ^boul  20.D0O  acn;s. 

Non- Indian  residents  of  ihe  Flathead  Reservatiort^  as  uell  ai 

count Eess  visitors,  have  also  long  treasured  the  Ninepjpe  area 

and  taken  action  to  protect  its  natural  assets.    In  1921  the 

U.S.  government  recognized  the  grtJl  v^\vt  of  this  hahi^tal 

when  the  Ninepipe  Rcscr^'Oir  and  the  lands  immediate [y  around 

it  were  set  aside  as  one  oF  the  earliest  oFficial  U.S.  Wildlife  a^  H\t^\^',  Tribal  ctdcTP^PiCTrrLjf|!»iT5p«i  for  iht'tad!-. 

Refuges,  administered  by  the  U.S.  fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  snd  adiw^&*i  alEemidiw  tea  four-taw:  higiw». 

Beginning  in  the  iDSO's.  the  State  of  Montana  foUmved,  purchasing  iiatcrfoivl  habitat  In  the  area.  Originalfy, 

Ninepipe  consisted  of  2.100  acres  around  the  reservoir,  but  over  the  pait  sevcnty^Fivc  vfsrs,  another  6.5S0 

acres  hive  been  purch.ascd  bj'  federal  and  state  agencies.  In  more  rcctrnt  ytati.  the  USFWS  has  initiated  an 

innovative  pn>g)rani  of  buying  conseABtion  easements  on  pTi^-ate  lands  adjoining  the  reFugc.  thcitb)'  prcvcniing 
dc^'elopment  and  pfeserving  (he  i-ahie  of  the  land  as  habitat  within  a 
landscape  dorninaled  by  private  ownership.  Easerrvent- protected  lands 
in  the  Nint'pipe  area  ngav  total  aboi^l  fc.OOO  acres,  bringing  the  total 
ftf  lands  dedicated  to  wiMllft  by  the  federal  and  slate  gox-cmments  m 
the  Ninepipe-Kicking  Horse  area  up  to  H.OSO  acres. 

The  dollar  ^^fue  of  just  the  federal  and  state  tandi  alone  is  almost  MO 
million:  Tribal  lands  Hould  of  course  greatly  increase  that  figure.  Tht'Sf 
"in^'cstinejits"'  ha^r  paid  olT  handson^jy  for  both  people  and  animaS^.  /V 
w  kT  b«^iii  Art  3ouki«iii  ^^ti^jh^  muskr^i^  ^\^hqj  3ttractio5is,  the  Ninepipe  area  alt  r^cts  mill  ionsycarfy  for  the  wei>\  ■ 
ern  Montana  tourist  economv,  Ninepipe  has  also  served  as  a  leading  training  ground  for  generations  of  wildlile 
icientlst^.  Some  basic  wildlife  concqjts  such  as  wglcrfowl  migration  paitlerns.  Interspecies  compel ilion  and  gender 
roles  were  initiated  or  dttt  loped  over  the  past  75_years  at  Ntt^ipe.  Teaclirers.  students,  hunters,  bird  i^Btchers  und 
lourisLs  haw  herefiled  From  this  rich  landscape  and  wildlife  community. 

The  real  value  of  protecting  these  Eands  cannot  be  measured  in  dollars,  but  rather  in  Ihc  continued  sua'Iv^I  of 

its  extraordinary  wildlife.  The  area  between  Post  Creek  and  CroH'  Creek  provides  habitat  oFsuch  rare  Quality 

that  it  has  also  been  the  site  oF  ncintroductions  of 

numerous  species  oF  concern  in  recent  years.  Trum- 

peter  swans  were  released  there  a  couple  of  years 

ago,  and  more  may  be  released  in  the  future.   Per-  i 

egrine  falcons  have  been  neestablish^d  successFuhy 

in  the  Crow  Creet  area,  where  some  2D  ftcdgling.^ 

ha^-e  been  hatched  in  the  last  fcwyears.  Sc\'eral  year^ 

ago.  a  number  of  golden  eagles  were  released  along, 

the  Flathead  Ris-er  to  I  he  wC5t  of  the  Nineptpes  area. 

I^n  Clark.  USKU'S  llt^lL)  &  Dan  Lipifomh.  CSKT  tandinfi  dixJ^s 


.:■  .•.■.■i>4?*- 
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2,  A  Tbreatercd  \e\\t\: 

The  Problem  of  Traffic,  H\^^9X  &  Sprawl 

When  Ninepipe  became  a  refuge  in  1921.  the  main  highway  across  it  was  a  narro^v  dirt  road  ivend I ng  around  the 
soulh  end  oF  the  reseT\oir,  During  the  mO\  the  ctiircnt  route  of  Hightvay  33  -  a  siraighl  line  between  5^ 
Ignatjus  and  Ronan  —  was  c$tablished  on  fc^""  "^         " 

a  course  which  not  onl>'  cont  i  nucs  to  create  a  '"^ 
barrier  bet\^'een  the  Mission  Mountains  and 
the  Flathead  River,  but  also  noiv  separates  the 
Ninepipe  and  Kicking  Horse  Reservoir  areas. 
The  netv  route  cut  through  the  middle  of  pot- 
holes and  other  wetland$.  and  placed  low  spans 
across  slrean^  and  channels;  rn  each  case. 
Highv-av'  Si  be^n  to  function  as  an  obstacle 
to  animal  migration  routes. 

Nevertheless,  lor  many  years,  this  narroiv 
paved  slice  of  asphalt  through  the  Nincpfpe 
area  still  did  not  exert  too  great  an  inapact 
on  the  environment.  TrafTic  volume  was  light 
and  mostlv  local,  and  road  conditions  man- 
dated slow  speeds,  so  that  the  Toadi\'as  not 
yel  a  lethal  barntr  for  mo&t  wildlife. 


Hl^^^a^'^J  in  Ihc  Mrly  dn-s 


Hoiv^^ver  in  reccntyars.  a  combination  otr^pid  irafTcg^oivth,  a  new  burst  of  subdivision  and  exurban  de^-elopmcnt, 
and  certain  transportation  policy  decisiofis  hai-e  draniaticalty  intensified  the  impact  of  Highway  91  on  the  sunwinding 
wrfldlife  and  landscape. 

TrafTlc  artd  Dev^eiopment:  A  FUsmgTlde 

Traffic  growth  throughout  the  Northwest  has  been  astonishing.  Between  IS?57  and  1991.  the  human  populaUc^  in  the 
region  almost  doubled:  but  during  that  same  period,  the  car  population  increased  almost  four  fold.  In  !%J  tliercwas 
Offic  caf  For  ft'erj'  two  pcoj-ile;  now  there  is  almost  one  car  for  aery  individual  person,  and  more  than  one  car  forever)' 
licensed  drix^r.'  VMicre  in  1957  we  drovT  an  average  of  11  miles  per  da^^.  today  we  drive  over  2S  miles  per  day.  Here  on 
ihe  Flathcid  Resea-ation.  i^e  can  see  these  regional  trends  reElccted  in  our  local  statistics:  the  tralllc  volume  on 
Highviw'  93  in  the  Mnepipe  area  was  about  5.000  chicles  per  day  tenyear^  ago.  Today,  the  Nlrwpipe  area  aveia^ 
nearly  9.000  cars  per  day  and  that  number  is  still  rising. 

Al  the  same  time  that  the  traffic  volume  on  Highway  *?J  has  increased  the  type  of  trafT(c  has  also  clianged 
More  oF  Highway  93's  traffic  consists  of  recreational  vehicles  and  other  long-distance  Iravelers.  Speeds  have 
Increased  si£nificanlly  because  of  the  abandonment  of  Fuel  eaiclcnc^'  as  a  national  priority  and  the  sharp 
increases  in  a^-erage  automotive  performance  and  horsepower.  Perhaps  most  importantly,  [ruck  traffic  has 
increased  dramatically.  Overall.  17  percent  of  the  traffic  on  Highway  93  already  consists  of  heavy  trucks,  while 
the  railroad  running  from  the  Burlington  Northern  line  at  Dixon  north  to  Poison  —  originally  engineered  to 
haul  Freight  —  lies  virtually  unused,  tn  addition,  in  the  I9S0^,  Montarva  began  allowing  multiple4rajler  trucb 
lo  use  our  secondarj;  non- interstate  roads.  These  enormous  "road  trains"  have  a  disproportionate  impact  on 
traffic  flow  and  traffic  safety. 
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T  he  Conseqjj  ences:  Ri  s  ing  Mortal  i  ly  of  Wi  I  d !  i  fe  an  d  Peop  le 

7he  cumulah^^  resull  of  ihesc  changes  is  ihal  Highivay  33  has  become  no(  oniy  an  unpleasariiE  and  sorriCliTiiics 
dangerous  driving  experience,  but  also  a  kilEjn|;  ground  for  wildlife,  a  barrier  to  ihclF  necessary  migratton 

patterns,  and  a  conduit  for  ar>  ever-ris-  -         ■     ^— j? 

ingtldeofcar-centcred  development  in     : 

the  midst  of  an  area  that  society  has  '  ■>    . 


dedicated  so  much  mone^'  and  so  mzny  ^?^fi^^^-- 
resources  to  protect-  ^f"*^  ^ 


'^^. 


Indeed,  locat,  national,  and  intemaliional 
wildlife  sperlsa^ee  Ihat  Hi^w3>'?3,  and 
ai\KJ  similar  roadway's,  constilute  ^  for- 
midable risk  to  the  wildlife  communily  as 
ifi^grecurrenifyefiginecncd.  Bill  Ruedi^f 
of ihc US. Forest  Services Northein Re- 
gjon  headoparteri  in  Missoula  has  out- 
lined five  k^  ways  in  which  highrt*i^  im- 
pact rare  carnivores  andolhcr  wildliFi;:  I] 
hsbilai  rraEmcnLaUort:  2}  direct  ntortallty, 
or  roadklll;  I]  direct  habitat  loss:  ^)  dis-  t^^^t'l^-^^^i'^^  ^"*^^"  '^''^"'"^^  ^'S^  P^^*"""^  «*  ^^^S^^'  ^^  ^'"^  ^"^  '^^'^ 
placement  &  avoidance;  ar»d  5)  associated  human  dcvetopment.  Riicdigcr  notes  thai  "these  irr^0cts,...comufativctj' 
can  and  do  exiirpate  individuals,  populationi  and  !ip€Cics"  (I33S.  pp.  10-11). 

Animiii  mfgi[aUad..liabi[ai  [rsigmgniaiip^.  m4  v^Ml^h  ^^^r\My 

Pmbablv  the  ^rcalcsl  immediate  danf;er  Facing  this  sprawling  home  to  grizzly  bears  and  cutthroat  trout 
is  habitat  Fragmentation  —  the  tendency'  oF  highivavs,  roads,  and  development  not  onSy  to  encroach  on 
important  habitat,  but  also  to  sever  the  iinb  between  habitat.  Without  (hat  connectl\fily.  these  bits  and 
piccc5  of  protected  land  turn  into  islands,  and  thewildtife  populations  suffer. 

TFiere  is  now  a  broad  consensus  3inong  biologists  thai  highways  -  particularly  when  they  arc  wicfcned. 
and  when  traFFic  volumes  and  speeds  increase  -  csn  ha^-c  devastating  impacts  on  a  broad  tange  oF 
wildlife  populations,  in  a  broad  range  of  enviironrncnts.  by  interrupting  their  movements  For  feeding 
and  breeding  purposes.  A  gfowing  body  of  rigorous  scientific  research  g^v^  ii>c  io  the  t9S?6,  \99&.  and 
\^99  inlemational  conferences  on  WildliFe  Ecology  ^Transportation,  the  last  of  which  was  held  in 
N^issoula  this  past  September.  Findings  haive  included: 

Boarman  and  Sazaki  ( 1396}  have  noted  that  "roads  and  highways  [causef  festridion  of  move- 
ment fwhrchi  mary  result  in  fragmenting  ppubtions.  thereby  Increasing  the  prob^ililyonocal  extinc- 
tions and  the  polential  for  inbreeding  and  inbreeding  depression," 

Paqyet  and  Callaghan  ft!?5&)  found  that  '  HIgttftay  mortality  has  become  a  primary  cause  of 
wolf  mortality  and  there  is  accumulating  evidence  oF  habitat  loss,  fragmentation,  and  degradation 
related  to  roads " 

Forman  and  Hersperger  (1^58),  in  Road  Ecology^  and  Road  Density  in  DiiTerent  Landscapes, 
with  International  Planning  and  Mitigation  Solutions,  succinctly  concluded  that  Where  the  barrier 
prevents  crossing,  the  subpopulations  are  isolated." 
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11  should  ci3me  as  no  surprise,  then,  that  the  same  conclusions  have  been  reached  in  wildElfe  studies  con- 
ducted rtg^t  here  in  the  Minepipe  area.  In  her  study  of  painted  turtles  and  rhe  impact  of  High^ai^  P3.  Fowie 
( 1396!  rioted  that  ^Roads  cans  habitat  fragmentation, . .  ^-^— ^^^^^•w^'^^^^^Ei^a^"^ 
resulting  in. .  Joss  of  genetic  variability . .  .inbreeding 
depressiorj,  increased  rist  of  locaE  enlindions.  and  de- 
creased ability  to  recolonize  after  such  extinctions." 


In  Salisti.  Spitfa:  in  VocUrtBi,  Kaffl\:  in  jjLin.  Cti[yscmi|i> 
pictj  belli  1.  in  F.ngli^.  Iht  ^tstfrn  painttd  lurllc 


The  Ninepipe  area,  moreover.  Is  particularly  sensi- 
tive to  this  kind  of  impact  because  of  two  factors: 

•  First ,  the  pra  I  rie  envi  ronnient  of  the  area 
offers  less  cover  and  less  buffering  of  | 
noise  and  other  impacts.  Formsn  and 
Hersperger  found  that  "in  open  land- 
scapes, roads  are  more  likely  to  Inter- 
rupt mo^-ement  of.  and  threaten  loss  of.  landscape,  state,  or  national l>'  important  species" 
imb.  p  S).  Similarly  in  their  m&  paper  on  wildlife  and  roads  in  Vellcnvstone.  Gunther 
et  al   found  that  "Most  tvildlife  species  were  killed  significantlv  more  often  In  non- for- 
ested cover  types  than  in  forested  t3'pes"(15'*)S.  p.  12) 

*  Second,  numerous  studies  have  found  thai  the  particular  species  found  at  Ninepipe  are 
the  ones  most  vulnerable  to  the  impact  of  highways. 

=?  GriizK'  bears,  a  species  that  society'  has  b«n  carcfullv  trv'lng  to  restore  under  the  Endan^ 
gprd  Spec  les  Act.  regu  larfy  c  n^ss  M  ighivav  53 .  By  some  coirnU.  as  many  as  ni  ne  dhflere/ii 
bears  have  been  seen  on  the  west  side  of  ihe  highway  over  (he  past  fiv^c  ^'cjfs  iWesi.  iW9. 
personal  cornmunicatlon}.  During  that 
period,  one  ^vas  killed  on  tiie  higkvsy. 
and  three  others  killed  nearby.  The  al- 
ready stressed  Mission  Mountain  gri?- 
zlv  pKjpulation  cannot  sustain  those  I 
losses.  alSofwhichntay  be  attributed  to 
habitat  fragmentation  As  Gibeau  and 
Herrero  |(99S)  hasvc  noted,  the  bears 
"large  home  range  sizes  mean  si^fiifi- 
cant  potential  for  habitat  and  popula- 
tion fragrrtentation  if  transportation 
routes  are  ban-ieri  or  significant  filters 
to  gfizziy  bear  movement"  (p,  105).  And 
Ruediger  (1  ?%)  has  cond  uded  tiat  "al  I  rare  ca  rnhflotes  may  be  part  Icula  rty  suscepE  ibie  to 
the  negative  I  mpacls  of  h  ighw^  because  of  thei  r  low  population  size  3r>d  loiv  reproductive 
rates  which  magnify  the  effects  of  highiv^sr  mortality." 

=*  Fowle's  \9?it  study  of  western  painted  turtles  around  Ninepipe  reached  the  same  basic 
conclusions:  she  noted  that  turtles  do  not  reach  sexual  maturity  until  theageof  ftve  to 
sevenyears.  and  they  have  generally  sloi^'  rates  of  reproduction.  They  are  Ihui  "vi^lner- 
abie  to  population  decline  when  facing  even  slight  increases  in  mortality" 

-  10- 
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Letter  158,  Thompson  Smith  (continued) 
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Spraivl.  LraTi.^poftailon  dcsiEn.  znd  ihe  loss  of  kv  hsbtUt 

Since  tJw  late  I^SO's.  the  Montana  Department  of  Transportalion  has  been  seeking  10  Ttconstrud  Highw^av' 
93  as  an  uTidtvided  four  and  five-Eane  tii^Kv^  through  ihe  lenglh  of  the  Flathead  Indian  Rcservalion  -  and 
Ihrough  Itie  center  qf  ihe  Ninepipe  area,  T^is  massrw  proposal  corries  in  spiled  aji  ev^r-irtLrcasingbody  of 
research  shcsving  clearh-  ihat  if  wc  were  to  build  addilionai  driving  \m&.  then  (raffic.  and  ihe  ear-cenfered 
development  that  almost  ^h/jsys  accotTipartio  load  expansion,  would  onty-  increase  5l  art  even  more  drastic 
rate,  reeling  anjr  congfslLon  relief  sought  by  building  ihe  new  roadivay.  Since  liAforlrf  War  11,  in  places  from 
Los  An^Jc5 10  Seallle  lo  Denver,  vk  have  $een  an  emJIess  cydc  of  road  expansion  and  traffic  congtslion. 
U^]c%\  vx  arc  wilting  to  repeal  Ihst  djsastroijs  pattern--  unless  ivc  are  willing  to  a<tept  tlie  endless  paving 

'      ^  over  of  Niontana  and  places  like  ^flnop3pe 

-  I  hen  we  must  scdk  nnire  effcctfvc,  more 
innovadive,  and  nwre  reallsUc  solutions, 
Tlie  dilficuiJl  titJth  Is  ihat  we  cafinot  pave  our 
\m-  out  of  our  traflk  pfobfcrns. 

indeed,  a  multi-lane  highway  in  ihe 
Ninepipe  area  would  have  ihc  effect  of  pour- 
ing fuel  on  a  fire  of  uncontrolled  develop- 
ment. Since  1930,  populaticm  has  nst'ti.o^'er 
2Wi  in  lake  County,  with  most  of  Uiat  in- 
crease otxurringoulsidc  of  Ic^'ris.  Boith  tfte 
1    n^  LJ  J  Jtif:!ll1inHJ  ITIBTB  Ji'  ft   II  \^^H  Tribal  f^atural  Resource:  Deprlment  and 
DiK  ki.  irk:udjr.i;  I jc jiLy  rare  c^rvrjitKiL  ki,  i,il  Ittf  fy  dop:  cw  oF  [hc  cpnw;iiLitf riKi  tA  ihe  U-S .  Fish  &  Wi  Idlife  ScT\'ice  have  docu- 
suburlKmHriionatNirtepipf.  niented  hm  ihts  kind  of  ttevelopmscnl  is 

alreadv  chcwii^g  up  critical  remaining  open  space  and  habilal,  and  resulting  in  serkxjs  looses  In  some 
species.  Much  of  what  is  left  is  now  tn  danger  of  becoming  hopelessly  fragmented  —  particularly  for 
animals  like  grizzly  bears,  which  are  averse  lo  roads  and  human-associated  devclopmem. 

A  1334  sludji  for  the  Oregon  Department  of  Transportation  entitled  "The  Effects  of  Transportation 
Iniprovemcnlson  Rural  L^nrfs."  has  shois'n  that  significant  road  cxpaniton^'orsens  sprawl  moit  in  rural 
areas  prcciicly  like  ours  -  ar^as  where  growth  is  already  a  problem,  but  has  not  yet  rfestro/ed  ihc 
character  of  the  area,  Whco  mutti'lane  roads  are  built  into  such  places,  commuting  times  become  shorter; 
psychological  ohslacles  to  commuting  are  broken  down;  ipeculative  development  of  housing  and  malls 
^urs  an  Infiu^s  of  people  and  overwhelms  local  efforts  lo  control  gfowlh.  H  is  what  reallors  have  atways  said; 
"devclopmtnl  follows  the  road.'' 

There  art  of  coJ  nse  mariy  factors  behind  the  rate  and  tjpe  of  gfo^vlh  wc  are  seeing  in  vi^.'slcrn  ^to^llan3.  Bui 
while  no  single  factor  determined  growth  or  the  way  it  occurs,  the  design  ofoor  Iransportation  systems  Ls  ihc 
bjggfst  single  (actor  that  v^^,  the  public,  haw  the  power  lo  ooniroL 
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Road  width:  additional  ecological  ramificailons 

The  greatest  environmental  impact  of  adding  moEe  lanes  to  Highi^^  9^  would  dearly,  then,  lie  in  the  well- 
documented  tendency  of  larger  roads  lo  spur  e^-en  higher  rales  of  growth  and  uncorlrdlcd  development. 

But  diere  are  also  a  number  of  more  ^direct"  impacts  lo  wildlife  that  are  associated  tvilh  noad  widih, 

a^  fiogd  ^vjdth,  ^peird,  ^rid  mM\ 

Traffic  engineers  often  stale  that  the  "design  speed"  of  mads  ii  a  more  important  factor  for 
determmmg  traffic  speed  than  posted  speed  limits,  unless  a  tough  cnfon:emeni  strategy  is  implc- 
mcnied.  Genera tEy,  the  vLJdcr  the  road  and  the  greater  the  number  of  lanes,  the  more  difltcult  it  is 
to  establish  more  moderate  rates  of  speed. 

For  al  least  35j^ar£,  wildlife  biologists  have  been  documenting  the  relationship  between  increasing 
iralTic  speeds  and  rising  wildlife  mortality  from  ^-ehicle  collisions.  IVloore  and  Mangel  (1996)  cited 
Hodson  and  Snoiv's  (%S  stady  in  asscrtirrg  that  "Increased  traffic  flav  moving  at  greater  speeds  may  be 
a  major  faclor  in  trafTcc  fatalities  of  man>'  species  of  binds,"  More  recently,  Gimilwr  el,  al.  found  ihai 
"speed  of  vchrcles  was  the  primar>'  factor  contributing  to  vehJcle-w^iJdlife  collisions.  Road  design  ap- 
peared to  influence  vehicle  speed  more  than  the  posted  speed  limit"  (199S,  p.  32K 

The  Impact  of  speeds  on  birds  is  an  important  one  lo  consider  in  the  Minepipc  area,  since  evtn 
with  under-road  crossing  structures  and  drift  fences,  flying  species  will  obviousK'  continue  lo  cross 
Highway  91  in  front  of  vehicles.  Montana  Fish,  Wildlife,  and  Parks  personnel  have  e;(pressed  some 
concern  that  if  additional  bridges  are  built  ihrough  the  Ninepipe  area,  they  m^y  ser\'e  as  attractive 
perches  for  birds  and  lead  to  greater  roadkili  (transpoitalion  and  wildlife  ofTlctals  ha^-e  addressed 
this  problem  in  Texas  viliere  pelicans  have  used  bridges  as  perches),  Moore  and  Magel  (1996) 
noted  that  "Nocturnal  birds  seem  lo  be  especially  al  risk  of  collision  due  lo  len^porary  blindness 
caused  by  lights  of  the  ^'ch!clcs "  t^inepipe  has  an  imporlani  population  of  cw\i.  including  bur 
rowing,  short- eared,  and  great  horned  oivls:  mariyof  these  often  hunt  at  lust  about  windshield  heigh; 
and  they  arc  already  being  lost  u>  roadkili  on  the  existing  hlghw^  at  the  current  65  mph  speed  limil. 

As' we  show  below,  speed  is  also  an  indisputable  faclor  in  mariy  of  the  traffic  accidenu  on 
Highway  93. 

L.   f^oad  width,  noise,  and  hatiltat 

The  projected  increase  in  traffic  noise  is  one  of  the  most  o^'erlookcd  and  potentially  disastrous 
impacts  of  ihe  proposed  multi-lane  reconstruction  of  U,S.  Highivay  93.  Noise  has  an  enormous 
impact  on  commurtilies.  on  wildllfeH  and  on  the  o^'erall  charader  of  an  area.  Forman  and  f^ersperger 
{1998)  have  noted  that  "Noise  from  dense  vehicular  traffic  further  degrades  habitat,  especiaity 
avian  communities..,lsroise  eliminates  some  key  interior  species,  M^ich  reduces  biodiversity."  They 
also  slated  lliat  ^In  an  open  area  such  as  a  gplf  course  or  agricultural  Reld  the  noise  effect  com- 
monly extends  at  least  SO0-i50Om,' 

The  Environmental  impact  Statement  for  Highway  9J  predtcls  thai  If  the  MDT  alternative  is 
built,  we  can  expect  a  three  dBA  increase  in  noise  levels  for  the  segment  of  Highway  n  from 
Highw^  212  to  Ron^n  (table  7.5-2).  To  the  audi tory^  .senses,  this  constilules  a  doubling  of  noise. 
Evx;n  ihis  is  underestimated,  however,  since  as  with  other  sections  of  the  EIS,  this  section  assumes  that 
tradie  voluisies  will  be  the  santc.  reg3rdless  of  l>ow  many  Eanes  are  constructed.  In  fact,  as  we  lia\^ 
discussed  above,  biggpr  roads  lead  lo  heavier  traffic  volumes.  The  EIS  also  does  not  take  into  consid- 
eration IrKrcascs  In  speed  that  would  come  with  more  traffic  lanes.  Nor  does  the  EiS  consider  more 


It    o:\proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native  files\00-0 1432-002  apxj  comment  letters  5.doc 


J-198 


US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Finai  SEIS 


Appendix  J — Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  tine  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


Letter  158,  Thompson  Smith  (continued) 


ISfinepjpe  Wlldlirc  &  Transportation  Safely  Proposal  -  DRAFT  -  Oct  J999 

dlFTuse  noise  JmpKU  in  (lie  region  around  the  higlm-ay  IF  a  mjlti-lane  hig^tivay  i&  buitt  and  gericratcs 
higher  rates  of  dcvt'lofwnc-rit.  For  all  of  ihcic  leasons,  the  addHlonal  noise  impatii  from  ihc  mutti-Eanc 
design,  partioibrJy  In  tbcg;?nerally  Open  landscape  of  theNirvepipe  area,  tvould  be  even  greaier  [lian  the 

3  dhA  predjcted  in  the  £15  —  even  |ii£3lcf  than  a  doubling  of  noise  lo  the  hwnian  ear 

i.    Road  width.  3ir_polliJtanls.  and  WjLcr  quality 

Road  widlh.  by  contributing  to  hea^'ler  iraHic  volumes,  wuuld  a  bo  degrade  air  and  w'atcr 
qjjalily  In  ihc^rca.  parliy  due  to  increased  aatoniolive  efnission5.  Preliminary  studies  cond tided 
by  Frank  Fifiley  and  students  of  the  Sallsh  ffooienai  College  Environmental  Science  Pr(3grarn  sug- 
gest that  nilfogen  osiide  (NO^)  deposits  n^ay  be  signlFieant|y  higher  cast  of  Hlghu3y93,  compared 
10  west  ol  Highway  33.  possibly  due  lo  vehicular  emtssions  and  pre^-aillng  westerly'  winds.  Thi,^ 
Issue  demands  serious  attention  and  further  study,  since  if  true,  it  could  greatly  alter  the  pbni 
communities  of  the  area  and  thus  affect  all  insects  and  animals  dependent  upon  those  plant  com- 
munities. Excess  MOj^  could  also  degrade  the  delicate  wetlands  of  the  Ninepipe  area  As  Forman 
and  Hersperger  (19%)  state.  "Vehicle  embsioi^s  of  nitrogen  oxides  INO^)  doubtless  significantly 
alter  some  open  areas.  Anthropogenic  nitrogen  Inputs  from  the  atmosphere  (relative  to  natural 
source  of  nitrogen),  including  those  from  transportation,  are  high  in  many  areas. ..This  escess 
nitrogen  competitively  Favors  many  weeds  and  other  species  o^-cr  native  species  in  natural  terrcs- 
trial  ecosystems.  For  the  same  reason  streams  and  other  aQualic  systems  are  readit)'^  eutrophicjtcd 
by  inputs  fnom  NO^ emissions"  (p.  9). 

[n  addition,  a  multiple-lane  design  wrould  lead  to  general  deterioration  in  ai^r  Quality  in  the  area 
due  to  additional  development  and  trafTic.  arvd  other  secondary'  and  cumulatl^t  impacts.  Those 
pollutants  ivouid  i$&uc  both  directly  fronu-ehiicEes  and  from  dust  and  particulate  raised  from  road- 
waiys,  and  cotild  negattwiy  affect  the  Flathead  Reservations  Class  I  Air  Quality  Designation 

Clcarl).  all  ol  these  impacts  ^vould  be  greater  with  increases  in  I  raffle  volume,  and  also  witii  any 
increases  irt  a^'erage  speed  over  the  SS-6S  niph  inaximum  eflicicnl  fuel- burning  speed.  Both  in 
terms  of  wlume  and  speed,  the  multi-lane  design  would  be  sign ificantty  worse  than  an  Improved  tw- 
lane  design,  coupled  with  public  irgnsportalion  altemativcs. 

Finally,  we  must  not  ignore  the  obvious  direct  iriripacts  thaft  aHistrudlon  of  a  wider  highway  would 
hai«:on  the  rare  kettle  ponds  and  streams  along  Highw^  93.  Wider  psfvement,  artd  creation  of  a  gradu^tl 
side  slope  away  from  the  hlghw^^  could  devastate  these  bodies  of  water  and  create  a  barren,  lifeless  area 
of  gfeat  widlh  --  far  greater  even  than  the  considerable  impact  we  have  alread)^  seen  with  the  rebuilding 
of  Highw3)if  200  between  Ravalli  and  Dixon. 

Nor  is  this  concern  limited  lo  the  Nirtepipe  area.  In  mai^?  other  places  bct^vecn  Evaro  and  Poison, 
sensitive  bodies  of  ivaler  lie  ur^der  or  adjacent  to  High^vgy  91.  One  locally  celebrated  esample  is  the 
solitary  ketllc  pond  fyingon  the  northeast  side  of  the  highway  at  Schalt's  Flat,  north  of  Arlee,  This  small 
pond  eachyear  attracts  an  unusual  and  sometimes  rare  collection  of  migrating  birds.  Including  Ajncri- 
can  arocels  and  Irumpclcr  siwns.  The  pond  can  be  easily  aratded,  but  not  if  engineers  imist  mi  an 
unnecessarily  wide,  and  rulcpsiraighi.  poadway. 

4  Road  width  an^  thermal  innpatts 

Some  research  has  suggested  that  the  additional  thermal  mass  of  a  larger  road  can  alter  the 
adjacent  microclimate:  higher  temperatures  may  add  to  the  barrier  efTecl  of  the  road  and  deter 
animal  migration  or  othenvise  alter  the  Eocal  ccosvstem.  in  addition,  heat  from  a  wider  highwav-  may 
atter  air  currents  and  affect  birds  and  insects.  More  research  needs  to  be  done  I  o  see  if  this  would  be 
a  sigfilficant  environmental  concern  in  regard  to  lane  configuration  issues  on  Highivay  91. 
-13- 


NEnepipe  Wildlife  &  Transportalloii  Safe^  Proposal  -  DRAFT  -  Oct.  \939 
The  Meed  to  Improve  Traffic  ^afeiv  in  the  Ninepipe  Area  and  Current  PrOPOJ^gl^  fPF  Hi6^way?3 

While  Highway  93  in  the  Ninepipe  Area  has  an  accident  rate  that  is  well  bcloav  the  statewjde  ai-erage. 
there  ha^'e  been  a  number  of  iragic  accidents  in  the  area  In  recent  years.  Including  a  number  of 
fatalities.  Most  fatalities  both  on  Highivay  93.  including  in  the  Ninepipe  area,  are  caused  b^'  Factors  such  as 
alcohol,  unsafe  drying  speeds,  or  entrance-related  collisions  that  arc  either  unrelated  to  highway  design,  or 
could  adualjy  be  worsened  by  construction  of  an  undivided  multi-lane  design. 

In  order  to  understand  ihe  safety  siluaiion  on  Highway  91  we  must  first  be  dear  on  what  the  actual  choices 

s^c  for  improving  safety  09^  Highway  91.  Mairy  pcopie  mistaken^/  belie%x:  that  the  Montana  Deprtn>efift  of 

Transportation's  primary  goal  on  Hi^hwa)' 
!)3  is  (o  improve  safety.  In  fact,  their  first 
objective  is  to  imp  we  capacity  -  the  abil- 
ity of  the  highway  to  nw^-e  high  vtilumes  of 
traffic  at  high  speed.  The>'  are  not  seeking 
Eobuitd  an  intCTSiate-ivpe  noad.  with  divided 
lanes,  highly  controlled  access,  and  cxEt  and 
entrance  ramps  e\^r)'fcw  miles.  What  they 
have  actually  propo^d  Is  an  undi^kJed.  four 
and  frve4ane  deiign.  similar  to  Reserve 
Street  in  Miitsoula,  but  with  high  speedv. 
While  thcMDT  design  would  provide  gfeatl)' 
Improved  passing  opportunities,  it  w^ould 
also  lead  lo  faster  speeds,  alreat^  a  factor 
In  rising  accident  rates  and  accident  sever- 
jty,  as  shown  by  numerous  local  ^  na- 
tional  studies,  including  reprb  from  the 
|n.surance  Institute  for  Highway  Safety.  A  mufti^ane  desigfi  wuuld  lead  to  less  attentive  driving,  particu- 
lar^ for  long-disla3>ce  and  out-of-state  drivers.  It  would  create  more  complicated  intciscctions.  alreadv  a 
factor  in  <y^f  a  third  of  the  accidents  on  Highway  93.  it  would  mak  it  more  diHicult  to  turn  left  on  to  the 
highway,  or  to  cross  the  highi\^-^  (in  cars,  on  foot,  or  on  biggies). 

The  Confederated  Salisli  &  Kootenai  Tribes  and  the  Flathead  Resource  Organization  have  both  bng 
opposed  I  his  multi-lane  design  because  it  is  less  safe  and  more  environmentally  and  socially  destruc- 
tive. Vet  both  the  Tribes  and  FRO  have  advocalcd  massive  improvement  of  Higliwaiy  53  -  the  Super- 
Twe^"  design,  with  wide,  paved  shoulders,  left-hand  turn  bays,  well- designed  passing  lanes  at  key' 
places,  and  the  safest  pedestrian  and  bicycle  facilities.  FRO  has  also  called  for  better  enforcement  of 
a  reasonable  speed  limit  slow- moving  vehicle  turnouts,  a  ban  on  multiple-trailer  semis,  and  subsi- 
dized public  transportation  to  provide  travelers  with  a  convenient,  cheap  alternative  to  driving  their 
own  cars.  The  Super-Two  type  of  design  has  been  proven  to  deliver  exceptionally  low  accident  rates, 
even  on  highvays  with  far  higher  traffic  volume  than  Highway  91.  In  fact,  from  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration  lo  the  Turner-Fairbanks  Highway  Safety  Institute,  study  after  study  has  proven  beyond 
doubt  that  these  improvements  will  dramatically  improve  driver  safety.  FRO  has  advocated  immediate 
Implementation  of  them  for  nearjy  a  decade.  We  must  not  wait  another  tcnjears. 


A  tiOSJ.  rttletlii  aflolher  tatjlity-  on  Hi|;lwBy  9i  near  Ntrwplj* 
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Letter  158,  Thompson  Smith  (continued) 


Nintplpe  Wildlife  &  Transportation  Safety  Proposal  -  DRAFT  -  Oct.  1599 

3.  The  Nineptpe  Wildlife  ConsemtiOTi  &  Transportation  Safe^z  Proposal 

Boih  ihe  ecological  impoitancc  of  \\k  Ninepipe  area,  and  ihe  threals  to  its  conlinucd  viability,  are  daunting. 
FortuiiJlely.  a  great  deal  of  rx:5earch,  conducled  in  thii  countn.'  and  around  Ihe  w'orld  o^er  the  pasl  decade, 
shows  ha\N  we  can  build  or  rtbutld  transportation  svslcmj*  in  such  a  w^y  ai  to  delii'er  a  high  tevel  of  safely  for 
ira^'elers.  protect  habitat  and  wildlire.  and  as-oid  the  kind  of  highway  e?!pansion  that  tends  to  worsen  pnotoitms 

of  sprai^'l  and  uncorit roiled  development. 

The  Wiiepipc  Wildlife  Conservation  and  Highwa)' Safety  Proposal  hjs  two  basic,  inltrtwkncd  denier>ts:  suaie- 
gies  to  protect  wildlife  and  habitat,  and  cffectii*  measures  to  create  a  sustainable  transportation  system  and 
improve  driver  :5afcl¥. 

I.  Protection  of  Wildlife  and  HabiUt 

i,   geoj;raphic  scope  of  tiie  NWCHSP 

The  scope  of  our  proposal  encompasses  tlie  area  that  we  can  reasonably  expect  to  be  affected  by 
whatever  Improvement's  or  chariges  are  made  to  the  iransporiation  system,  In  their  l??S  study  of 
these  issues.  Forman  and  Deb  linger  viewed  this  kind  of  approach  as  essential  if  a  transportation 
profect  is  to  address  the  ecological  ivell- being  of  an  area.  The  usual  narrow  consideration  of 
impacts  from  highway  projects  -  the  tendency  of  agprtcies  to  focus  on  direct  impacts  of  the  actual 
wMcnJng  of  the  pavement,  to  the  cjtclusion  of  secondary  and  cumulali^-c  effects  -  can  lead  !o 
devastating  results,  since  Ecobgical  flows  and  biofogicat  diversity  trace  broad  patterns  across  the 
landscape,  whereas  trarsportatioti  planning  traditionally  focuses  carefully  on  a  narrow  strip  close 
to  a  road  or  hlghwav..  .the  "road- effect  /one '...is  many  Umes  wider  than  the  road"  (p.  73 J. 

We  have  therefore  mapped  boundaries  to  this  pro[ect  that  encompass  a  reasonable  portion  of  the 
area  likely  to  be  affected  by  the  redesign  of  the  transportation  system  and  Higjiwa)'  93: 

The  roads  included  in  the  proposed  project  ^ouid  be.  primarily,  Highway  9i  between  Post 
Creek  and  Crow  Creek  (^boul  6  miles}:  and  also  Highway  212  between  the  Flathead  tndlan 
Irrigation  Project  iwrk  station  to  the  junction  with  Highway?  J:  and  county  roads  from  Dublin 
Gulch  Road  north  to  Duck  Road  for  2  miles  east  and  west  of  High^vay  ?3. 

The  wildlife  corridors  and  habitat  areas,  identified  through  consullaticHi  With  Tribal,  Federal, 
and  State  wildlife  experts,  as  well  as  knowledgeable  local  residents,  are  shoivn  on  map  it  A. 
They  would  would  include: 

=^  The  Post  Creek  riparian  zone  from  the  Tribes'  current  QviyjtW  Management  Zone  west 
10  the  coiflijencc  with  Mission  Creek,  and  then  along  Mission  Creek  through  the 
National  Bison  l^nge  and  on  to  the  confluence  with  the  Flathead  River. 
=>  The  upland  prairie  wildlife  corridor  extending  we$t  from  Kicking  Horse  reservoir,  into  the 
IVinepIpe  resernjir  area,  and  then  connecMng  to  Dublin  Cutch  and  on  to  Mission  Creek. 
^  The  Crow  Creek  riparian  zone  from  Ihe  Grizzly  ivjanagpment  Zone  to  Crow  Oam.  ai^d 
on  to  lower  Cr^  Creek  and  the  Flathead  River. 


Ninep>pe  Wildlife  &  Transportation  Safety  Propsal  -  DRAFT  -  Oct.  I9?5 

B.  InteragenCT  Efforts  to  Secure  Conser\^ation  Fasem^m^  throughout  Ihe  Wildlife  CorridM£ 

The  firsl  element  in  ovr  proposal  Is  to  secure  cor5e[\'ation  easements  or  outright  fee  title  through- 
out the  area,  particularly  in  the  identified  habitat  areas  and  wildlife  corridors  along  Post  and  Crow 
Creeks  and  the  upland  prairie  area  reaching  from  JCi eking  Horse  to  the  west  and  south.  Provisions 
in  the  easements  will  protect  riparian  zones  through  fencing,  reduction  of  grazing  impacts,  and 
native  plant  rcsl oration  using  local  genotypes  lo  the  maximum  extent  possible,  Thi$  is  the  most 

d  I  rect  and  surest  w-ay  to  prevTnl  further  sub  - 
division  and  development  in  the  area. 

As  is  shown  on  Map  2.  the  Tribes,  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service,  the  stale  departnnent 
of  Fish,  Wildlife,  and  Parks,  and  a  number 
of  private  conservation  groups  have  already 
extended  protection  to  a  considerable  por- 
tion of  this  area.  Now  it  is  critical  to  ensure 
that  the  ecological  Integrily  of  this  already 
ntasslve  invKitment  Is  not  lost  to  habitat  frsg- 
nientation.  This  effort  would  need  to  be 
pursued  through  an  innovative,  coordinated 
piogffam  and  an  inte raging'  funding  base, 
including  the  Federal  Highway  Administra- 
tion (FHWA).  other  Federal  agencies  includ- 
ing the  Fiih  &  Wildlife  Service  and  the  En- 
vironmental Protection  Agency,  the  Tribes. 
and  (he  Slate  (including  the  Department  of 
Transportation}. 


Whilt.\[i;l  J  ijr^  i\^\\:.  v. i^iLti  i.n^  tlJk  Mjmj  buLii  i-CLn  jr.  luC: 
in  8lie  Nincpipc  aro  iwst  of  Hr^Jnw^  9i. 


ir.^  r.unibcirs 


£,    Transportaiaon  Design  to  Minimise  Em^lron menial  Dama&e 

i^  Crossing  Structures,  and  Fencing  Regimes  to  Facilitate  Safe  Wildlife  Movement 

jcr^i^s  Highways  and  Mafor  Roads  throEj^hcmi  the  Area 

Over  the  past  several  decades,  wildlife  biologists  and  transporiatlon  engineers  around 
the  US  and  the  world  have  developed  and  reftned  a  wide  range  of  structure*  that  allow 
animals  of  all  sizes,  and  in  virtually  all  habitaU.  to  pass  under  or  over  roads  and 
highways  Usually,  planners  also  consluct  some  sort  of  fencing  regime  to  funnel" 
animals  toward  the  crossing  facility. 

Great  strides  arc  still  being  made  m  this  area,  but  the  effectiveness  of  the  basic  ap- 
proach  -  separating  animals  from  cars  -  is  now  beyond  dispute.  Smith  et,  al.  fl5?6) 
found  that  "Prior  to  the  installation  of  the  underpasses  on  Alligator  Al  ley/I -7S.  road- 
kills  were  considered  the  greatest  l^nown  cause  of  human- nrlated  niortali^  for  the 
Florida  panther  Afterwards,  this  ivas  no  longer  the  case.  Boarman  and  Sazaki  fi9%) 
found  that  where  the  highway  had  been  fenced  and  crossing  culverts  installed,  "wc 
found  SS%  fcA'cr  vertebrate  carcasses  and  91%  fei^er  tortoise  carcasses^ 
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Letter  158,  Thompson  Smith  (continued) 


NJTiepEpe  Wildlife  a  Transport  alien  Ssiciy  Proposal  -  DRAFT  -  Ocl.  m9 

Studies  of  Ehc  Ninepipc  area  itseir  hawe  predicted  the  same  kind  of  success  with  lhi$ 
kind  of  approach  here,  Fc^le  (!!>%)  cojidurfed  ihai  "Tkr  mosl  effective  method  for 
incrcasiftg  Ihe  permeabrfity  or  raads  is  to  efev^tc  (bridgpL-Otiicr  methods  poi^n  to  mitJ- 
g^te  roadkiili  include... cuM^%.  drift  fences,  andpiifall  irapa-These  methods  cao be  modified 
lo  iwrk  fqr  palmed  turtles  artd  olher  species  \iilnerable  to  Higfiwav'  ?3  tralfic" 

We  have  dcs-trloped  ihis  preliminary  proposal  for  wildlife  ciossing  devices  in  Uic  Mnepipe 
area  based  on  consullaUon  ivith  local  experts,  as  ^'ctl  as  talks  and  proceedings  from  the 
19%.  \99&.  and  1995'  Enlemational  Corferenccs  on  Wridlife  Ecology'  and  Transportation. 
Tliesc  sug^tions  will  dogfctkrss  twed  the  ii^i*  and  modificatiofi  of  biolqg^ts  3rd  engineers. 

It  is  critical  lo  ihe 
success  of  virtually 
all  crossing  struc- 
tures that  the)'  be 
complemented  by 
drift  fencing  or 
other  "fuoneling^' 
stTTjclures  to  direct 
wildlife  toward  the 
underpasses  or  cul- 
verts. Designers  of 
these  fences  must 
take  care  to  awid 
tlyepnoblerroFwlkl- 
life  working  thi:lr 

way  Ihiough  or  over  the  fenc^  ami  becoming  trapped  in  the  traffic  lanes.  R)r  turtles.  Fowie 
[Wh]  su^sis  that  the  most  effective  design  would  be  a  solid  barrier  at  least  at  the  base 
of  the  fence,  since  it  would  be  more  difficult  to  climb  and  ivould  block  some  of  the  sights 
and  sounds  of  trafrtc. 

Our  pioposed  crossing  strndurti.  outlined  in  detail  on  Map  2,  ma^  be  categorized  irrfqurgjoups: 
[ ,     gsvgmiccting  bisected  ponds.  !  n  five  areas  a  long  H  tghwsy  95.  the  jioad  itou  Id 
be  placed  on  fyyions  to  reconnect  ponds  that  wtre  splH  b>'  the  p^evnoiis  con- 
strucllon  of  Highw3|>'  93.  These  spans  would  also  extend  beyond  the  shoieline 
to  allow  animals  to  cross  by  land  (as  Fo^le  obser^'ed.  turtles  do  not  necessar- 
ily choose  I  be  aouatic  route  under  the  road."  thesis,  p.  67). 
2 .    Bridges  at  Crow  Creek  and  Ptost  Creek.  These  would  be  raisd  to  allow  10'  of 
clearance:  abow  the  creeks  and  shorelines,  A  bridge  ot  similar  height  would  be 
constmclcd  at  the  canal  feeding  Ntnepipe  Resemjir, 
Z,    Culverts  31  knmvn  crosslfig  wildlife  crosslop.    At  least  five  would  be  built 
within  the  project  aj'ca  of  a  large  enough  size  lo  accommodate  deer.  elk.  and 
other  large  animals,  and  to  permit  good  da_y  light.   See  below  for  concerns 
over  length  of  these  culverts,  determined  b}'  width  of  the  road 
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fjiiltlngculvcn  A  Ninq]ip«'  -5  b^rr.k'r  \0  LirnniJl  mi^ratinn. 


Nmepipe  Wildlife  S  Transportation  Safetjf  Proposal  -  DRAFT  -  Oct.  m9 

A .  Small  tunnelsof  a  design  used  el  scvvhene  to  enable  and  encou  13^*^  crossing  of 
amphibians,  empfaced  where  research  indicates  they  would  help  In  the  E?9G 
proceedings  of  the  Transportation  Related  Wildlife  Mortality  Semirtat.  examples 
may  be  found  in  the  article  by  Forman  and  Herspcrgpr  (p  H-15),  and  at  the  end 
of  the  paper  by  the  Texas  DOT. 

Studies  ihould  be  conducted  to  determine  whether  ^vildllfe  passage  facilities  are  nec- 
essary on  other  roads  in  tbt  area.  Including  MolEman  Pass  ftoad.  Fjigle  Pass  Road  and 
Highway  212, 

We  wculd  note  that  a  number  of 
wildlife  managers  ha^-e  expressed 
concern  ttial  gri/Jf.ly  bears  are  not 
currently  encouraged  to  utillic 
habitat  vs'cst  of  Highway  93,  and 
that  building  facilities  to  enable 
them  lo  cross  the  road  may  lead 
to  them  inlo  greater  conflicts  with 
people,  and  therefore  greater  mot- 
ta  I  (t_y.  Others  s  uggesl  tha:t  t  he  area 
should  be  managed  to  support 
bear  moven^enl.  We  respect  both 
of  these  views  and  simply  note  thai 
the  bears  are  already  uilUzing  that 
habitat,  apparently  in  growing 
numbers,  and  thai  they  sliould  noi 
have  to  die  for  doing  so.  These  crossing  facilities  would  help  ensure  that  grizzlies  do 
■  not  become  roadkill  and  that  highway  mortality  is  not  the  means  b>'  which  we  "dis- 
courage" their  use  of  lands  to  the  west  of  Highway  93. 

Some  of  the  culverts  may  be  designed  for  multiple  use.  Managers  of  the  Ninepipe 
area,  including  those  with  Montana  Fish,  Wildlife,  and  Parts,  ciirrenttv'  use  back  road^ 
on  the  presert^e  to  avoid  driving  on  Highvay  93  with  large.  sla\\'  machinery.  Some  of 
those  roads  may  be  blocked  by  this  proposal,  so  il  would  be  convenient  lo  allow  for 
passage  of  these  maintenance  ^-ehicles.  Including  veiy  wide  farm  implements,  to  pass 
under  the  road.  In  addition.  walk\.V3ys  could  be  installed  from  highway  pu flouts  to  the 
underpasses  to  alloiv  the  public  to  use  them  for  crossing  the  highwaj-  safely.  The  only 
potential  drawback  suggested  by  some  research  is  that  certain  animals  may  avoid  us- 
ing the  structures  if  a  human  presence  is  detected.  Clevenger  found  that  "Underpass 
use  by  large  carnK-oFes  was  negatively  correlated  with  human  use  levels  and  was  great- 
est at  divided  underpasses '05*9S.  p.  EOP).  Perhaps  this  problem  can  be  addressed  by 
designating  one  or  two  passages  for  nrtlJfed  use,  and  the  others  solely  for  animab. 
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Criiilv  in.  NiHfpipc  area  pond. 
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Letter  158,  Thompson  Smith  (continued) 


Mlnepipe  W\\dl\k  &  Traniporlatlon  Safety  Proposal  -  DRAFT  -  Oct.  1599 

Deijgn  considerations  regarding  jnimal  cros-iiiif  ^i^rLJct^J^cji  and  road  widlh. 

The  success  of  Ihu  Mncpipc  VVildltfe  ConservaUon  and  TransportaHoft  Safety 
Proposal  hinges  fn  part  on  the  wtdlh  of  ihe  hi^wa>'-.  if  a  four  and  five-lane  design  is 
bull  I.  many  of  these  pro^'isions  may  well  prme  to  be  waskd  money.  Most  of  tlic 
reasons,  oullined  on  page  (1.  stem  from  ihc  lendericy  of  radically  expanded  roads  lo 
inacase  traffic  volume  and  speed  -  whkh  in  itself  also  impeded  an tnial  migTallon.  A^ 
PaCLije(  and  Calfaghan  (1998)  hauc  written.  "High  iraffic  volume:^  on  the  Trans  Canada 
fhlghrtajl  also  appear  (o  alienate  wolves  from  using  portions  of  the  valley  the)'  might 
otherwise  use.' 

Bjt  a  number  of  studies  indicate  that  the  width  of  the  road  will  also  have  j 
more  direct  bearing  on  whether  animals  will  be  willing  cross  It  -  either  on  the  mad 
surface  or  in  under- load  crossing  structures.  Clevinger  {l99Si  fojnd  that  while  htin^an 
U5C  of  highway  crossing  structures  had  the  biggest  negative  effect  on  animal  use.  the 
"ppenncss  and  lengih'  of  the  struclure  also  inrucnced  that  use.  He  concluded  that 
structures  that  are  so  long  that  Ihcy  "resemble  a  tunnel  nia_y  inhibil  use."  Boamian  and 
Sazaki  IIP^&J  noted  that  "Fragmentation  of  populations  and  restriction  of  ^n^c  Hoos' 
may  increase  with  incre^se^  in  trafltc  volume,  width  of  highways,  and  time."  Similarly. 
Forman  and  Hersperger  ^vtote  that  The  barrier  width  is  iensitia,*  to  both  road  widih  and 
traffic  density"  (I9S?&.  p.  S).  Tribal  Wild  fife  Manager  Becker  has  similarK'  expressed 
concern  about  the  "soda  straw'  t-ffect  if  undcr-road  passages  are  too  long  and  the 
"ligjht  at  the  end  of  the  tunnel"  appears  too  snialL 

Road  widih  mav  matter  more  in  certain  places,  and  for  certain  animals,  and  for 
certain  kinds  of  crossing  structures.  But  local  studies  specific  to  Nincpipe  sugge&t 
tfiat  road  u'idth  u'ould  in  fact  be  a  significant  factor  here,  Fo^vfc  {I396J  found  I  hat 
roads  "become  less  permeable  with  Increased  traffic 
density  and  speed  and  with  increased  "clearance.'  the 
^vidlh  of  the  road  or  right  of  way."  She  cited  'ftnes  et 
al.  (1995).  who  "found  that  small  mammals'  and  earni- 
sratcs'  tviltingiKSS  to  usecuKt-rLs  rfccreasedwith  incresicd 
length  of  the  culvicrt ."  Fowie  a  Iso  mentioned  thai  turtles 
roQjJirc  amrbicnt  light  in  tunnels  if  ihey  arc  to  utilize  them. 
And  in  discussing  ways  to  "mitigate  itsadkills."  she  sug- 
gested "narroa'ing  the  road  width  and  reducing  the  traf- 
fic speed  and  volume. .  .These  methods  can  be  modifted 
to  wori  for  painted  turtles  and  other  species  vulnerable 
to  Highway  33  tralflc." 

Mallard,  ^n  abund^E  reSMJcnl  (A  Nincplpc. 
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ii.  Rebuilding  Highway  93  as  a  park-waj,'  rnvironment  foir  travelers 

When  travelers  enter  Glacier  IVatlonal  Park,  ihty  are  aisare  that  the/  are  in  a  special 
place,  and  a  different  kind  of  drK'ing  environment.  As  a  rtsull.  l\Ky  generjljv'  a-btde  by  the 
slcwcr  speed  limit.  Accidents  are  so  rare  in  the  park  that  they  are  not  tracked  in  statistics. 
For  the  safety  of  both  animals  and  people,  we  must  create  a  simlfar  kind  of 
■  parkway"  driving  environment  in  this  special  segment  of  Highway  91.  We  must  change 
the  driving  ^culture '  of  the  Nincpipe  area  from  ont  oriented  completel)'  toward  speed. 
to  one  focused  on  enjoyment  and  appreciation  of  this  place  —  even  as  we  continue  to 
provide  a  reasonable  and  safe  flow  of  traffic  Through  a  member  of  visual  cuts  and 
design  eicments.  drivers  will  realize  that  the  six  mifes  of  road  between  l^sl  Creek  and 
Crow  Creek  are  a  special  wildlife  conservation  district,  a  unique  section  of  highwa_y. 
This  could  include: 

■     gatc\^.Tays  at  the  northern  and  5*outbern  entrances  to  the  district: 

•  a  distinct  ly  colorized  pavement,  perhaps  of  a  reddish  hue.  with  I  hickei  stripi  ng  on 
the  road  surface,  and  possible  use  of  pavement  materials  to  reduce  noise: 

•  raised  veg^ted  medians  in  places  where  lefl-hand  turn  bays  ^vould  be  installed: 

•  more  and  imprm^'ed  pullouts  for  tra\'e1ers  to  vieA'  wildlife: 

'  state-of-the-art  faci  lit  ics  for  pedest  rians  a  nd  b  rcycl  ists  to  enhance  thcl  r  access 
to  a  nd  enjoyment  of  the  M  i  nepipe  a  rea; 

•  and  special  slgriirig  of  a  certain  color  and  pattern,  including  signs  urging  cau- 
tious driving  and  noticing  drivers  of  pullouts  and  wildlife  viewing  opportur^i- 
tie5  If  desired  by  the  Tribes,  the  signs  could  be  rendered  in  English,  Salish, 
and  Kootenai,  and  coyld  include  interpretive  information  at  the  pullouts. 

These  measures  wiif  not  only  help  achieve  a  loivered  traffic  speed,  but  will  also  create 
a  heightened  awareness  of  wildlife  in  the  area  and  lead  to  more  defensive  and  alert 
driving  behavior.  This  has  been  used  to  effect  in  other  areas;  for  example.  Forman  and 
Herspergf  r  \m(y]  report  that  Techniques  directed  at  the  driver  of  a  vehicle  are  used  to 
reduce  amphibian  mortalitjf  in  Belgium.  W^les.  and  Finland.  And  Gary  Evink  (1996) 
has  noted  that  in  the  Florida  Keyj.  although  too  many  endangered  Key  deer  continued 
to  be  killed,  ^nwtorist  educational  signing,  radio  informallon  and  speed  limit  reduc- 
tion were  felt  to  do  siinie  good."  Measures  directed  at  educating  travelers  and  chang- 
ing their  driving  behavior,  in  short,  can  help  as  one  element  in  an  overall  strategy. 

Other  elements  of  the  o^'crall  transportation  plan  advocated  bj  FRO  for  the 
Highway  91  corridor  will  also  support  this  redefinition  of  the  Ni nepipe  section.  These 
Include  topflight,  frtciuenl  public  transportation:  slow- moving  vehicle  turnouls  for 
RVs:  and  long-term.  Inter-agency  efforts  to  shift  more  of  the  tourist  traffic  onto  mass 
transportation,  and  more  of  the  freight  traffic  onto  the  rails. 

IlL         £:oriCCm>  Q^£L  t<>Tt&!T^1tliOn  ph3&f 

The  construction  phase  will  pose  great  environmental  and  traffic  difficulties 
and  will  doubtless  recn^ire  considerable  innovation  to  reduce  iirpacK.  In  order  to 
ensure  that  the  impact  of  construction  does  not  devastate  the  very  wildlife  populations 
and  habitat  connectivity  we  are  seeking  to  preserve,  e^dsling  roads  should  be  used  lo 
handle  any  detours,  rather  (ban  building  temporary  lanes  in  the  Ni  nepipe  landscape. 
In  addition,  construction  might  need  to  be  broken  into  shorter  segments.  1f  po,^sible. 
work  should  be  concluded  in  one  season. 
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Letter  158,  Thompson  Smith  (continued) 


NiPiepipe  Wildlife  &  Transportalion  Safely  Proposal  -  DFtAFr  -  Oct.  i9^3 

\L  Improving  the  Safel>'  andliilovmenl  of  TravElers 

ForthtottnvhelmiJi^  nrajCfrB^  ol  people,  ihe  primary  concern  about  Highvay  93  —  and  the  primaTV  objec- 
tive for  any  legit  i  male  Iranspwrt^liDn  plan  —  is  lo  improve  safety  for  the  traveling  public.  That  is  lh^^tat«l 
itiength  of  ihe  Tribes  and  FROs  proposals  for  High^vav'  i?i  as  a  whole,  and  also  of  thii  specific  proposal  for 
iheNinepipe  arta.  While  prott-cting  the  enviionnient.  the^'^^uld  also  produce  a  road^ioy  that  most  anatyscs 
piedjct  wifl  be  safer  than  the  one  sought  by  the  MDT.  Both  iht:  latest  research  and  a<tual  examples  fram 
arouFKi  the  nation  ^nd  the  i^«jrld  show  clearl\^  tlial  traffic  safclv  can  be  handled  ^-^ry  well  within  a  two-latw 
configuraliofi,  even  wiih  far  hea^-ier  volume  than  wc  will  be  searing  on  Hi^wav'  93  for  ths  forsecabk  future. 
Safetv  improvements  would  include  all  of  ihe  recommendations  for  Highway  93  made  hy  the 
Montana  Intcrdisctphnary  Traffic  Safely  Task  Force,  aii  well  as  marw  features  inel tided  in  the  Federal 
Hig^hway  Adn I nist ration's! udy,  Low-Cost  Melhod$  for  Improving  Operations  on  Two- Lane  Roads: 

•  "pai-ed  shoulders,  &  to  10  feet  wide,  sbavn  in  numerous  major  sludics  to  reduce  accidents  dramati- 

cally. Rumb le  st  rips  would  ^cpar^te  cars  from  b icyc I  tsts  and  pedestrians  using  i1ic  outside  shoulder. 

•  Left-hand  turn  bays  at  county  road  inlersec lions. 

•  Rfidijction/coriolklalkniQf  eiHranccsontoLlS93,  butwIlhcTihancttii^iI  ofpiilbub  fof  viewir^villdlife. 

•  Lcvc  linj  of  vt  rlical  a  I  ignnieni  s  where  this  would  cont  nbule  to  belter  safely  and  work  wel  I  with 
other  design  elements  in  the  plan, 

•  A  welf-desfgned  passing  lane  on  Posi  Creek  hill.  This  will  have  to  be  coordinated  with  the 
redtjced  speed  liniii  (hnough  the  NInepipe  area  and  the  nec-d  to  limit  road  width,  particularly 
around  under- road  wildlife  passages. 

•  Special  signing,  striping,  and  pavement  coioration  to  notify  driver.**  of  the  special  Nlneplpe 
hifhw^y  district. 

•  A  special  speed  limit  /.one  for  the  Ninepipe  Special  Wildlife  area  of  45  mph  on  Higjuvay  91  from 
Crcj^v  Creek  south  to  Gunlock  Road,  and  also  on  Molban  Paw  Rioad.  Eagle  Pas$  Road  and  Highi^*^' 
212:  and  SS  nnph  on  Highway  n  frwr  Gunlock  Road  to  Post  Creek.  In  the  Ninepipe  area.  \w.vxd 
speed  limits  will  be  a  necessary  part  ol  a  safe  design,  partly  because  significant  segments  will  have 
guardrails  on  Ihe  oulsrde  edgp  of  the  shoulders,  beyond  which  wrfl  be  sleep  banb  or  brtdglng. 

Loi%^r  ti^aUic  speed  at  Ninepipes  will  help  sa^T  the  lives  of  both  people  and  animals.  The 
key  to  makir^g  it  ivork  ks  clearly  enforcemenL  Tlil'i  could  be  adiie^wJ  Ihrough  a  number  of  tecfinioyes. 
including  alloatlon  of  funding  in  the  higfiwa^rplan  for  increased  highway' patrols,  and  new  leniote  camera 
lechnologi'  Ihal  has  prcMcn  lo  be  cffcdK-e  in  a  number  of  places  ^Oind.  llie  country  and  internal  ionalli-. 

•  Under- road  wildlife  paisagci  will  also  reduce  or  eliminate  animal -vehicle  collisions. 

•  Consideration  of  the  use  of  special  guard  rails  throughout  the  length  of  project.  Rails  should 
be  three  feet  high,  strong  enough  to  defied  a  car  and  have  an  outward  turned  lip  (o  discourage 
wildlife  from  climbing  or  jumping  onto  roadway. 

In  addition,  elements  of  FRO's  proposed  plan  For  Higlmay  33  as  a  whole  would  also  impro^'e  the 
traveling  experience  and  safely  of  people  in  the  MIncpipe  area: 

•  Elimination  of  multiple  trailer  seniis  from  Highway  9i  as  a  whole,  which  have  only  been  per- 
mitted here  since  l9SOs.  and  exerl  a  major  negative  effect  on  traffic  floiv  and  safely. 

•  Inter-agency  clforls  and/or  legislation  to  shih  increasing  portions  of  ihe  tourisi  traffic  onto 
mass  transportation  and  more  of  the  freight  traffic  onto  the  rails. 

<     Serious  funding  for  pu  b  1  i  c  transportation  througjiout  the  area  to  slow  the  gf cwth  of  traffic. 


Nincpfpe  wry  life  Sf  Transportation  Safety  Proposal  -  DRAFT  -  Oct,  1995 

4.  Paying  for  it 

There  is  little  Qjjeslion  thai  if  the  project  is  strongly  supported  locally,  if  3  unified  hocK'  of  citizens  and 
governmental  olflcials  ad\'ocate  for  this  plan,  the  necessary'  funding  could  be  found.  Most  would  come  from 
federal  sources  Tt^-2f,  ihe  nctv  transportation  act,  alloivs  Ihc  FHWA  to  use  funds  in  a  highly  flexible  w^ 
both  for  transportation  Improvement  and  environmental  mitigation.  Montana  this _\'ear  has  about  StOO  million 
more  than  il  has  e\'er  had  before  for  transportation,  and  this  will  continue  in  con^ingyears.  There  are  nurncr- 
ous  other  potential  sources  thai  tould  be  explored,  For  example,  the  EPA  has  special  programs  committing  the 
government  to  restoring  100.000  acres  of  wetlands  by  the  year  2005;  as  part  of  that  Initiative,  the  FHWA  is 
committed  to  restoring  over  S0%  more  acres  than  il  impacts  during  the  next  10  years.  Furthermore,  Ihijn  initiative 
can  be  applied  tcni-ard  remediating  the  damagp  caused  by  past  federal  aid  pnojects. 

V^t  niay  also  want  to  go  lo  our  Congressional  representatives  lo  seek  a  ipecial  funding  for  this  place  of 
nalional  ecological  importance.  In  ail  these  elforts.  the  key  ivill  be  going  forward  as  a  unified  community. 

5.  Benefits  of  the  Nlncplpe  Plan  -  and  the  Urgent  Need  for  Aclion 

While  this  plan  will  be  expensive,  the  benefits  will  be  well  worlh  it.  beginning  with  the  simple  protec- 
tion of  the  considerable  intergovernmental  investment  that  has  already  been  expended  on  the  Nineplpe  area 
and  its  remarkable  environmental  assets  over  marwyears.  On  top  of  this,  we  will  be  helping  ensure  the  viability 
and  health  of  (he  wildlife  of  this  special  place  for  generations  to  come.  Wfc  wit!  be  prosnding  a  safe  and 
enjoyable  driving  experi:ence,  WcwitI  be  radically  reducing,  if  not  eliminating,  vfehicle-animal  collisions  while 
strengthening  habitat  connect wlty  with  under-road  passages  and  fencing.  We  will  be  protecting  the  lives  of 
people  and  animals,  especially  a^-lan  species,  with  slower  traffic  speeds.  We  tvill  be  improving  bicycfc  and 
pedestrian  safety  with  dedicated  shoulder  lanes  and  slower  speeds.  And  we  will  be  a\'Oiding  the  intensification 
of  strip  development  and  subdivision  that  wciild  come  with  a  multi-biie  design,  while  directing  funds  toward 
the  purchase  of  easements  to  protect  liabital  in  Ihe  area. 

In  short,  if  vx  lake  responsible  and  pronipt  action,  we  can  g^tn  a  high  standard  of  safety  and  the  pioteclpon 
br  this  beautiful  core  to  our  valley.  Bu-t  if  Nincpipc  is  damaged  by  continued  inaction,  or  ivorse.  by  Ihe  imp lenjenta- 
tion  of  an  unthinking  transportation  design,  w.e  will  see  more  iragjc  and  unnecessary  accidents,  and  also  the  harming 
of  irreplaceable  habitat,  a  rare  assemblage  of  wildlife,  and  a  uniqgje  and  enchanting  landscape. 

The  current  negotiations  to  determine  an  ultimate  lane  configuration  for  Highway  91  may  hold  up 
construction  foryears.  But  in  the  meantime,  human  lilies  are  being  losi  due  to  the  lack  of  shoulders  and  other 
design  deficiencies,  and  some  species  of  wildlife  that  use  I  he  Nmcpipe  area  clear^  cannot  survive  many 
additional  years  of  the  current  situation.  Three  years  ago.  Suzanne  Fowle  wrote  that  The  painted  turtle 
population  in  the  Mission  Vall^  ofwestern  Montana  may  not  be  able  lo  tolerate  the  current  or  mcreased  levels 
of  roadkill  mortality  and  predation.  Our  study  was  designed  to  help  determine  managenteni  measures  neces- 
sary to  avoid  population  decline  to  a  point  where  recovery  is 
dillkult  or  unlikely."  Since  her  thesis  was  written,  none  of 
Fowles  recommendations  have  been  implemented  or  funded, 
even  Including  the  monitoring  of  populations  that  she  said 
was  ''essential  lo  conservation  of  this  lurtfe  population." 
Casual  obsen^tion  by  residenis  of  the  area  has  noted  a  marked 
decrease  in  roadkilled  turtles,  possibly  indicating  that  the 
permanent  population  decline  Fowle  feared  may  havealreadjf 
begun  But  wiihoul  funding  for  continued,  scientific  sloc^. 
there  is  no  way  to  be  sure. 
Leopard  IWfg:  ioon  ic  tK  reinucKfuccJ  Ld  Nincpipc? 
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Ninepipc  Wildlife  &  Tran$portaUon  Safety  Proposa!  -  DRAFT  -  OcL  ]1>99 

Al  ihis  poinl,  even  [he  year  or  Iwo  thai  ^votj(d  be  required  lo  tool  up  for  this  pnoposaf  may  make  il  loo 
late  tor  such  species  as  painted  lurlles  or  grlzjcly  bears.  Wc  would  su||jest  that  inlcrim  standards  be  estab- 
lished, such  as  imiTiediateiy  loiverin^  the  speed  11  mil 
from  Post  Creek  to  Cro^v  Creek,  and  consideration  of 
turtle  fencing  along  the  highwa^'^  cofridbr 

6.  Whal  You  Can  Do  to  Help 

By  joining  FRO.  >mi  help  otir  voice  become 

slranger.  Arnua]  membership  dues  are  i5 
{irtdrvidual).  SS  Icouple).  and  SIO  {tamtly}- 
Addillonai  contributions  arc  needed  arid 
^velcome.  Von  can  send^your  lax-dcdudible 
Cemlrrbvlion  loj 

Flaihead  Resoyrce  Or^anizaLion 
PO.  Bo^  SHI.  Si.  Ignatius,  MT  5386S 


^ubdivtsicm  ^nd  ctevlopfnent  at  imcrsoctlDn  oi  US  ?}  &  Hwy  212 


plionc:  H06)  644-2511:  b\:  (406)  644-2516:  email:  FROmontana@aol.com 

-■V¥riK;; 


Wrile  in  support  of  the  fSfir;epipe  WifdEife  ConservaUon  and  Highway  Safely  Proposal  lo  the  Montana 
Deparlnicnt  of  Transprtation,  the  Confederated  Salish  and  Kootenai  Tribes,  the  Federal  Highway 
Adminislration.  ihe  NaUoral  Bison  Range  (USFSW5),  and  your  tribal,  state  and  national  rcpreicnta- 
tives.   Ptca&g  s^ntt  f BO  ^qplg?  f>{}mf  kmiy  Here  are  the  addresses: 


Mr.  Marvin  Dye 

Director.  Montana  Depl,  of  Transportation 

2701  Prospect  Ave 

Helerta.  MT  S96 

Mr,  Dale  Paulson 

Fedcrgt  Highway  AdTnlnist ration 

Park  SI. 

Helena.  MT 

Sen.  Ma?(  Baucus 
US  Senate 
Washmglon.  DC   20510 

Sen.  Conrad  Burns 
US  Senate 

\^^shmglon,  DC  20510 

Lake  County  CommissEoners 
County  Courthouse 
Poison.  MT  59560 


Mr.  D.  Fred  Mall.  Chairman 

Confederated  Salish  and  Kootenai  Tribci 
PO  BoK  27a 
Pablo.  MT  59855 

Mr.  David  Wiseman 
is^tionai  Bison  Range 
Moicsi:.  m  55S24 


Rep.  Ricli  Hill 

US  Hoiise  orRepresc-ntati^TS 

Washington.  DC   20515 

Governor  Mafc  Racicot 
State  Capitol 
Helena  MT 


Sen.  Mike  Taybr 
POBo^ 
Proctor.  MT 
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Sources  (parlial  list): 

American  Association  of  State  Highway  and  Transportation  OFIiciaLs  jAASHTOI-  A  Policy  on  Ceomelric 

Design  of  Highways  and  SireetSn  1994. 
Council.  F  and  I.  Ste^vart.  "Safeiv  Effects  of  the  Conversion  of  Rural  Two- Lane  to  Four- Lane  Roadwaj-s 

Based  on  Cross  Section  Models,"  199S. 
Durning,  Alan.   The  Car  and  the  Cit_y,   Northwest  Environment  Watth,  WA. 
"\^ehicles  Outnumber  Drivers  in  Ntortliwest."  Research  by  Christopher  D.  Crowlher.  NewTndica- 

tors  by  Morlliwest  Environment  Watch.    Seattle.  |anuai>  li.  \3%, 
Evink.  Gar}'  L„  Paul  Garrett,  David  Zeigler.  and  Ion  Bcri)-.  eds.  Proceedings  oF  the  International  Conference 

on  Wildlife  Ecology  and  Transportation.  Florida  Department  of  Transportation,  Tallahassee,  Fl.  !99S. 

Selections: 

Cicxengcr.  Anthor^y  P,  'Permeabilitj'  of  the  Trans-Canada  Highway  to  Wfldlife  in  Banff  National 
Park;  Importance  of  Crossing  Structures  and  Factors  tnHuencing  their  Effectiveness. 

For  man.  Richard  T  and  Robert  D.  Deblingtr.  ^he  Ecological  Road-effecl  Zone  for  Transportation 
planning  and  Massachusetts  Highrt-ay  Example." 

Gibcau.  Michael  L  and  Stephen  Hcnero.  "Itoads,  Ralls  and  Grizzly  Bears  in  the  Bow  Rj^^er  Valley.  Alberta." 

Gunther,  Kcriy  A„  Mark  1.  Biel,  and  Hillary  L.  Robison.  "Factors  influencing  the  FrcQuency  of  Road- 
kjlled  Wildlife  in  Velloi%5lonc  National  Park." 

Hewitt.  Dr.  David  G.,  Alan  Cain,  Valerie  Tuovila,  David  0.  Shindle,  and  Dr.  Michael  E.Tewes.  "Im- 
pacts of  an  Expanded  Highivaj'  on  Ocelots  and  Bobcats  In  Southern  Texas  and  Their  Prefer^ 
ences  for  Highway  Crossings." 

Ruediger,  Bill.  'Rare  Carnivores  and  Highivays  6  Moving  into  the  21st  Century." 

Wu,  Ellen.  "Economic  Anat^-sis  of  Deer- Vehicle  Collisions  in  Ohio, 
EvinI;,  Gary  L..  Paul  Garrett.  David  Zeigler,  and  Ion  Eeriy.  eds.  Trends  in  Addressing  Transportation  Related 

Wildlife  Mortality.   Proceedings  of  Ihe  Transportation  Related  Wildlife  Mortality  Seminar,  Florida 

Department   of  Transportation.  Tallahassee,  FL,  lune  1996. 

SctcctiCHis: 

Beckei,  Dale  M.  Wildlife  and  Wildlife  Habitat  impact  Issues  and  Mitigation  Options  for  Reconstruc- 
tion of  US   Highway  53  on  the  Flathead  Indian  Reservation. ' 

Boarman,  William  L  and  Marc  S^azaki.  'Highwa>'  Mortality  in  Desert  Tortoises  and  Small  Vertebrales: 
Success  of  Barrier  Fences  and  Culverts ' 

Carey,  Marion  and  Paul  Wagner,  "Salmon  Passages  and  Other  Wildlife  AclivHtcs  in  Washington  State." 

Evink,  Garv'  L    "Florida  Department  of  Transportation  Initiatives  Related  to  Wildlife  Mortality " 

Forman,  Richard  T.  and  Anna  M,  Hersperger,  "Road  Ecologv  and  Road  Density  in  Different  Land- 
scapes, with  International  Planning  and  Mitigation  Solutions." 

Fowle.  Suzanne  C.  Effects  oF  roadkili  mortality  on  the  western  painted  ti;rllc  iChiysemys  picta  belllil 
in  the  Mission  Valley,  ^veslcrn  Montana." 

Moore,  Thomas  G.  and  Marc  Mangel.  "Traffic  Related  Mortality'  and  the  Effects  on  Local  Poptilalions 
of  Barn  Owls  {Tyto  alba)." 

Pactuet.  Paul  C.  and  Carofyn  Callaghan.  "Effects  of  Linear  Developments  on  Winter  Movements  of 
Gra_y  Wolves  in  the  Bow  River  Valley  of  Banff  National  Park,  Alberta." 

Ruediger.  Bill.  The  Relationship  between  Rare  Carniwires  and  Highways." 

Smith.  Daniel  |.,  Larry  D.  Harris,  and  Frank  |.  Mazzoti.     A  Landscape  Approach  to  Examining  the 
Impacts  of  Roads  on  the  Ecological  Function  Associated  with  Wildlife  Movement  and  Move- 
ment Corridors:  Problems  and  Solutions." 
-24' 
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Letter  158,  Thompson  Smith  (continued) 


Ninepipe  WifdliFe  ^  Transportallon  Safetj  Proposal  ■  DRAFT     Oct.  1599 

Texas  Dtparlinenl  of  Traniporlaiion.  '  Wi!dilfc  AcUvilics.^ 
Fowle,  Suzannt:  C.     The  Palmed  Turtle  in  ihe  Mission  Valley  of  Western  Moniana.     MS.  ThKis.  Wtldlife 

Biology.  University  of  ^lotiEana,  19%. 
Federal  Higbvay  Administ ration.    Flexible  Highwaj^  Deslgfi     FHWA'PO-97-062.    199& 
H^[l^w>d.  Douglas,  and  C|  Hoban.  Low-Cost  Methods  (or  improving  Operations  on  Two-Une  Roads.  FHWA^ 

IP-S7-2.     Federal  Highway  Administration.  I9S7. 
Insurance  Instllule  for  Highway-  Safely.   Report  on  Slate  by  State  FalaHlies,  1997. 
ECO  Northwest,   "The  EFfccts  of  Transportation  ImpFovements  on  Rural  lands."   Prepared  for  the  Oregon 

Department  of  Traniportation.   Eugene.  OR     199-1. 
Olscn   lames.     Kevicw-  ofSaFely  and  Operation  of  Highwa^'  <?1  From  Lolo  to  Hamlllon.  Montana  and  Com^ 

mention  Midwest  Research  InstiltJle  Highway  91  Studies."  Friends  of  the  Bitlcrrool.  Hamilton.  1999. 
Texas  Transportation  Inslitule.     Roadway  Congestion  Index .^    i99S, 
US.  Deparlment  of  Transportalior.  Federal  Highway  Administration,  and  Stale  of  Montana  ^  Deparlment  ol 

Transportation.      Final  Emifonmenlal  Impact  Stalemem  and  Seclion  4(r)  Evaluation.  F  SH9}6, 

US   Highwav  93.  Evaro-Polson,  Missoula  and  Lake  Counties.  Montana."   |une  l?9&. 

PhoLo   credits:  ,,  ,  ,  . 

Natural  Resource  Department.  Confederated  Salisfi  and  Kootenai  Tribes:  pages  6  ilieron).  7  {Soukkala).  S 

National  Bison  Range,  US  Fish  ^  Wildlife  Servict:  pages  3,  5  (both).  6  (aerial).  7  lClad(  &  Ltpseomb).  tO,  12. 

15. 

Tom  Boiler.  Missouliam  page  7  (Pat  Pierre} 

University  of  Montana  Special  Collections:  page  5. 

Flathead  Resource  Organization:  title  page;  pages  4. 5?  J3.  (6. 

Kcrwin  Werner:  pages  IL  19.  24. 

FROs  staff  and  Board  of  Directors  extends  special  thanks  for  comments  and  sug^^tlons  to:  MIcUt 
Pablo  (dec).  Dale  Becker.  Salish  tldcr;.  Advisory  Committee.  Maiy  Price,  Art  Soukkala.  David  Wiseman,  m 
West,  (ohn  Grant.  Dave  DeGranpre.  Bud  ChefT.  Ir .  Bill  Ruediger.  Chris  Servheen,  Dick  Weaker.  Marie  DinwoodK 
Karin  Stella  rd. 

For   more   information  on  the  Ninepipc  Wildlife  Conservation  and  Highway  Safeij 
Proposal    issues  relating  to  US  Highway  91.  or  other  environmental  matters,  contact: 


Flathead  Resource  Organizallon 

P.O.  Bo-x  S4i.  St.  Ignatius.  MT    S9S6S 
phone:  (406)  644-2511:    fajc  (406)  644-2516: 


email:  FROniontana@aol.COm 


Bo^rd  of  Directors:  Or.  Joseph  McDonald  (President).  Patricia  Hurley  (Vice-President),  Doijglas  Baty 

(Treasurer}.  Allen  Hibbard  (.Secretary).  Corkjy  Clairmonl.  Anita  DupiJi5.  Richard  Eggert.  Peg  Harriman.  Ictvf 

Hqyt,  Thurman  Trosper 

Slafl;  Thompson  Smith  (Executive  Director) 
Technical  Consultant:  Harold  Young 


It    o:\proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native  files\00-0 1432-002  apxj  comment  letters  5.doc 


US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Finai  SEIS 


J-205 


Appendix  J — Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  tine  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


159-1 


RECEIVED 

QCr.O  6  2006 
|||li  t'   '-     .:  EWIRONfilENTAL. 

,«.U;*;:..JS  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

mmm  ron  MRtlCIPWDiS  IH  TMI  mut  INVOLVHENT  PROCEH'  \huv  lnYL^^■t^^^nu  k  of  great  value  ta.iE]^  projca 
iQiim.  If  you  woiiJctJikc  ry  j-iihrnii  ^vrtMcn  foinnu-Jics,  tili.':isf  iiic-  ilii;;  fcinn  and  pficc  j[  in  iha  (.OEiiinctu 
■    b*x  provitlcd.  Jf  you  need  nunt  nine,  ym:  aTr%vclcojini;  t<y  lUAil  it  in.  Wc  waiw  f<j  hear  fmrm  youF  ■  ^;,:   ■.;.-  = 

Hie  Draft  SEIS  ji  ^kfy  m\Wi  r4r.»itwng  <ir  jiAmiiHnj  cemmEnfts  ai  ibf  H&T  tttliitce:  S[rf;y/wTm.mJL[i5i^nv/pi*infrth(/£i;oyj|i|jg|^        -  V  ■■rt  _1 1:.!^ 
lleasflniicjK  MHdffeitijii  for  proita-tN  ai44. .  ■."■■:■;    .  '  ■-  i,  . 


^OPY 


-5^e^pefe:^Ve    f^pyvN  -HrA^fck, on  ■yiiu.y....  "^^ 


j::on.nje-<.^^a  ALL  ^.^i2^>mmor>iiLg5^ 


-jjcfYOi.  ■  ■  l:^\spn  -^ A-icig^ 


p 


==^^pm:*^^^ 


?kKz  fnsiiit  ymur  fiami'  ^(id  address: 

Name:    'Aux^   SttVW^Smv^-S^  . 


_Sisa^ 


EmafL 


mm  SUBMIT  CO-rtnENTi  Blf  QR  SEfORE  OaOBfR  6,  IflCj 


f1?aw  les^p  ]feuf  u[nn«r(5  wiib  ellCier  KDTJfcllings 
Conndljf  Or  Ikntrs  ir^n  jt  (ht  mtf tin^,  er  urMiiF  a; 

Inn  L  Hilff ,  PE 

EnmiripiptfnijJ  SfFvites  Darfaii 
^nluia  D^p^nmerdC  of  Ti^riLporijiwi; 


Hanttsgr 
Sfp4Emb?r  19.  ilOOJ 

IfiU  filnm  (triLfr 
Sl  l^iu;.  KE 

TiHsd^ 

St^cwtus-  I?.  2DI?£ 
^:M  -7:DD  p™ 
lenjn  Cgmffiqniiy 
Ctnlw 

PUBLIC  HEAMHG 

TlM  -  f:D&  fui 
lanan  (crHmjnil^ 
Ctalff 


S 


M3r 


Letter  159,  Fran  Steffensmier 
159-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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160-1 


160-2 


RECEIVED 

SEP  2  1  200S 


us  93  NINEPIPE  /  mm  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

THMI  m  m  PAHICIMIWS  Id  M  fUSLI!  IKWIVMENI  (*ME1H  Your  ■„.<,lvtmei.i  is  of  gi«.  viluc  .«  the  prejKT 

«OT.  If  you  would  liki  10  subrnii  wrilKiT  commits.  pk«  w=  ihb  fo.m  and  place  i.  io  .he  «,™nen< 

boxp>o.ll«i.  Uyou  .«ii  ™o,=  ,im..  you  «=  w<l«™t  .o  mail  h  in.  W.w,n,  ,o  hear  from  youl 

to  M,  KIS  i,  .!»  «ail.H!  fc.  vWni  .r  Mm  ™m!i«.  "  *<  M'  «««  1.V«««..-(I.*'*«'l«lii"«il«'"'-»-'l«^ 

Pliiji  indiul!  iummnu  m  (m  HW  '^  •'"■ 


„ J^ ^  .^^2:%fi£-y^^ 


Pleaif  , 

Nam:  <:^ar)/^..  .^/^4J^*?-i- 


Em^ih 


OPEN  HOUSES 

^itiiibtT  IE.  t!Wl 
^-,  „^,_^^-^-— -  ^  t«)-S:O0pm 

lt^:y-^f  _^j:i^_0:^'^44'2i^^^^  ^^^         J^^a^Se^-    Int^  ntMss  Ctnsrr 

^  irift  -  7-QD  n 

PifiH  leav?  ym  tomrMdls  wiih  either  HUT,  UfiKngs 
CiitfloWy  cr  Hsmn  suiir  it  Hi?  rwtong,  w  i"*'!  ^^'■ 
JEHiililty.Ft 
Iwtau  Oiitt 

Imirnnmerii^  Strvkes  tursaj 
flcntana  Iftpaiimenl  flf  TranspfiFmian 


(^  -  ?DQ  pm 

fUBUt  HE/^niNG 

^umhtr  moot 
)-M  -  ?:»  p« 

CdHtr 
^oiijn,  Hi 


Q^ 


Letter  160,  Connie  Stevens 
160-1.— See  Response  #18-2. 

160-2. — See  Response  #23-3.  Alternative  Rural  7  was  not  selected  as  the  Preferred 
Alternative  in  the  final  SEIS. 
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161-1 


ComiiKiU  or  Quest  ion: 

To  \\1ioin  ll  May  Concern . 

I  am  16  years  old  aiid  I  luno  been  h\\ng  in  this  valley  for  all  of  my  lito.  When  I  heard  that 
you  were  not  building  ii  bike  p^ith,  1  was  disappointed.  I  would  like  to  bike  into  school  on  the 
nicer  days  and  1  find  [wont  be  able  to  if  you  do  not  continue  the  path  I  live  7  miles  south  of 
Ronan,  and  to  bike  there  without  using  the  highway,  you  have  to  go  a  ling  way  around,  it's  not 
only  time  consiuning  but  hard  too. 

As  a  new  driver  on  tliis  highway,  L  am  very  nrevous  around  people  walking  or  biking  on  tlie 
road.  Not  just  because  tliey  are  too  near  tJie  road,  but  also  because  it  is  dangerous.  An  eiglit  foot 
shoulder  is  not  enough  distance  away  from  traffic  and  it  is  not  fair  to  walkers  and  bikers  to  be 
this  close. 

I  know  you  are  worried  that  by  buildmg  a  bike  path  througli  this  area  will  niin  a  lot  ol  iiatural 
habitat.  By  pulling  in  a  highway  you  have  already  done  this,  and  putting  in  a  4  foot  wide  slab  of 
pavement  isnt  going  to  hiul  it  anymore  then  it  the  highway  already  hais.  All  of  the  above  reasons 
are  just  some  reasons  why  you  should  build  a  bike  path  along  side  of  HWY  93.  it  is  a  dangeroiis 
highway  as.  it  is,  don't  risk  more  lives, 
Hopmg  to  see  a  bike  path. 
Sinccrly. 
Isabel  Suijha,  :i  coL-emed  cominuniK  inijinhcr. 


Letter  161,  Isabel  Sucha 
161-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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162-1 


162-2 


GornrnentFoi'Tn 


..^.■..      US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJEQ 

iHillillOJ  FOR  PMTItlMTlIK  IN  THE  PUBtIC  INTOLfflENT  ?mm  Vour  involvfmcni  liof^reat  viiu.  [o  the  jjrnjca 
ream.  If  you  wxniid  like  ro  subrnk  wriaFiioonnnieius,  picas*  ««  rbis  form  and  place  k  in  ihecommftit 
boK  proviided.  If  you  need  mnrc  rime.  )xiii  arc  welcome  to  maiE  j[  [ii.  We  ivant  [o  he.ir  From  you! 

He  Drift  SER  is  jIss  anilafclc  far  ™khi|  or  subniiDrtj  <omm6rtu  at  [h*  MOT  wrtiitfi  linp;Wiwi«jndLmL£flv/pubin¥olvt/(ii_!j.iliEnri 
Pitjse  indiutf  DDinrnenEi  jrc  far  profHl  CN  KIM. 


TKir-hk  ^ 


V.o^ASvir,      A'Ui 


t>vo£>W^t>     '.j-.-'ji^i. !!.^fL^'.vL     Wj\y-f^A     eUcV  •■.y^fov-y^i^^i.^/f..     T 


J  irt\VH   t^  1 1  VaU^  V^  e-V%  ¥  -     £  iji^^  ^  ^gja^^ 


(.-T-riprCJ.**j;t!l 


U^r/    \rf     yv..J    ^^^t^r^j^^<t    fmr   'kha.   re-iVAl     ^ro^jafr^ 


T 


V 


TtT 


<b£) 


PI«3H  (KiQvidt  jT^uK  [time  and  addrtsc    ^  Pltau  Ifsve  yaw  »nntneni<i  mEli  « Jiher  lil>L  Shillings 

Name:      ^ftv^<Lr\     w^oc-VT.a 


Address:     l^^t^    £tfu<k\ftTfi^T.  \W^ 

Emaif:    ^(irucLtj^-VA^ 


ConRDlljr  vr  HmEn  ilil^  at  ttif  riKeriQ^  or  mait  E«: 
Jtan  A.  RilET.  P£ 

EnviriHitnfnial  Ifrttcfi  Burtau 
homani  Pepartrntnl  cF  Trdnsp&rlatJDr 
PC  %vs  !()IODl 
llElttu.  HI  Sf«!d-IMI 


MbaJ  FJbHss  Cmler 
k  Ignabiin.  HT 

^  .liM  -  7*0  pn 
Crmtr 

Rnnan.  HT 

pumc  wmm 

fuftdiy 

^tpitftibN  If.  2(1» 
im  -  !:a(^  pfn 
Knun  (nHHjnili 
Unhr 


I 


* 


f'tfT 


O 


Letter  162,  Janet  Sucha 
162-1.— See  Response  #13-8. 
162-2. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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H 


162-2 
Con't 


houJ    y(5u   C'w^  CJt^£^4£i    4-    S  fK^^      \:>\\tA*\Q 


162-3 


Letter  162,  Janet  Sucha  (continued) 
162-3. — See  Response  #6-2. 
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162-3 
Con'l 


?.,.  ? 


"■JtTn    (jr^Vu     Xt3^  C&r£iiKMk.di  vj^^  (^h^ 


162-4 


^Vi^i\fli^i^'      n^Aic^    ^W.^W    O^Uji^^    ^Vu* 
.'-^Sp^^vxy  h^jvvity  ^f?n  biitjc.  If^^^e   dhi7 


Letter  162,  Janet  Sucha  (continued) 
162-4. — Thank  you  for  your  comment 
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162-5 


Vl..  ^.   *4' 


^4  i;^U-^j 

KA«_S)    +Vvt-   oftr|(Ly\-e^^'  It^  our-   ^TCtK 


Letter  162,  Janet  Sucha  (continued) 

162-5. — The  warrants  for  lighting  this  intersection  will  be  reviewed  during  the  final 
design  process  for  this  project. 
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,,^^^,,,,,^,,L1S  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

■'Mk  m  m  lMhClPATl}t^5  ih  the  pubuc  mim  nt  ?mm  Your  invok-cment  ^  of  grc^E  vsjiK  to  The  projKi  ■ 

ip.nrL.  Ifygu  TAW] Id  ijke  to  subniii  written  commciiTS^  please  use  this  form  arsd  jjlactf  je  in  tticcommfenr 
bcffl  provided.  If  you  need  more  fijme,  yo[M  are  welcome  To  maiht  in.  Wc  wmi  lo  hear  from  you! 

TEit  Disit  SilS  is  jIm  3wjfalj3t  for  vijiwing  *j  lubfiiiitini  cwnm^Ki  ai  eht  HDT  i^tH^ie;  bpVAftiw.&Kh.rtiti^w^pubiiwolvE/HsnajJiinJI 

PlEast  JtHJinK  MOiififnfi  are  (of  profm  Of  B?«.  RPClSI  V£0 


A^   d    rfjsid^n'V    of     PHj^^ii^iixA/alley^ 


^mnRONMEWTAL 


17  luAT^V     h B\kE'/wAL^\U<g;  PA1V4^ 


■Jlorr■w^nr^\^e<, 


~^iir»2i l^ison^jn:^ Ar^g<g 


nw7t?^;rr 


-^ 


fy\c^e^-s^&J^ 


LjLhjL^    ^^.^AT^: 


^JLhjL^    ^^.d^AT^^'^J^^-^L^ 


rtmiff  vi 


Plea»  p^tniifryinir  tfimt  jrtj  addrtsf; 

Address: 


ConngJjf  er  Hemerj  itafj  lE  Eht  m^etiii^  or  mail  lu. 


el  Tranjjiortatiofl 


PlEWl  iiaBNIT  C0HHFNI5  &t  Oli  CEroKE  oao*Ef  «,  mi 


Hondana  DEpaFiitii 


OPEN  wmi% 

kpr«nib(r  It  % 

Tiibal  FJEntu  Cth 
k  Ig^ki!,  ni 

S»ptenibtr  ]f  2<. 
*,M  '  7:(W  ^ 
(jonan  [Drnmuriifl 

f^nln,  HT 

PU&LK  mm 

^Eeml>«r  l!JI 
M)0  ■  *M  pm 
Kcnm  CommufiiE 

ftomn,  NT 


I 


#«r 


51 


Letter  163,  Carey  Swanberg 
163-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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164-1 


.,^^^^^^^US  93  fJINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJEQ 

'  ^tKliloVtesOPftTlSG  IW  IKE  ?mi  ^mit\m  mtUV.  V^ur  Jn^'oK^fmcnc  is  of  great  value  to  iht  pro^ca  / 
tcsim-  If  you  woutH  like  to  Kubniet-rtTittcn  con]  rrnin  ( i, ,  p[ii:i\i-  i.L5cxfii^  form  and  pbcc  h  in  tht  Comment- . . 
iwsii  |>tovjdcd.  If  ycrn  need  mort  linie,  you  ire  wtlconie  to  jm^iil  i[  iit.  \Vc  wanr  lo  hfi^c  fiom  youl 

Tilt  Drift  Stii  ii  aJso  aviilable  fni  viwirii  w  SubniCPnj  ienwienls  3i  tk  fSDT  wfbiiif;  }iHp;//ww.!DJt.mil.£m/puJ)inVpJvE^i 


Ptrass  ir*ai* 


an  (Of  [tf^i  Cli  PJll 


R^^it^ED 


-.   y... .- BH^sAROMwaiTAL 

£u^c3^r^  &;^  o  em    £>£ !CQA,5sk>  A.  A/alley^ 


^A'n^     'ph\.<,nt^  -W     Ar  ^  e£ 


/^**^3&ft--^ 
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Letterl64,  Dawson  Swanberg 
164-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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165-2 


Fr^iiti:  Rick  and  Theresa  Taylor  [iinailto:taybrzoDC!^c^tiJiytel.ri€t] 

Senl::  Friday,  Octdber  06,  2006  10; 49  AM 

To:  mdlei5coinmeTit5ninepipe@mt.gov 

Cc:  IrenzC'Skiillingsxom;  Kathleen  Adanre 

Subject:  Comment  for  the  Highway  93  93  IMineplpe-Ronan  Supllemental  OS 

Attn:  Jean  Riley 

This  e-mail  is  to  serve  has  our  public  comment  on  tiie  proposed  ElSfor  the  Mine  pipe- Ronan  area.  We 
support  Alternate  7.  This  alternative  to  Ihie  Highway  plan  is  safer  for  our  local  wildlife,  an  asset  that  we 
believe  needs  to  be  given  (he  highest  pnority.  The  inclusion  of  the  bike  path  makes  this  safer  for  vehicle 
traffic  and  the  bicyclists/pedestrians  that  frequent  this  stretch  of  road.  As  a  taxpayer,  we  realize  the  cost  is 
high.  However,  this  project  will  have  a  generational  effect  on  those  of  us  who  live  here.  In  ligtit,  of  other 
government  spending,  the  additional  dollars  on  this  stretch  seem  monies  well  spent  for  ourselves,  our 
chilcfcen,  and  the  wildlife  that  we  need  to  stay  committed  to  protecting. 

Please  consider  this  viable  option  for  ojt  highway. 

Sincerely, 

Richard  and  Theresa  Taytor 
3259(2  Meadow  Road 
Poison,  MT  59660 
406-363-^434 


Letter  165,  Richard  and  Theresa  Taylor 
165-1. — See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 
165-2. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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Letter  166,  Sarah  Theimer 
166-1. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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167-1 


OCT  0  3  20(16 

HTIBSDHEilTJll 


J.  V 


^v^^- 


W.  R.  Thomae 

1  Garda  Loop 

Albenort,  MT  59S20 


Letter  167,  William  R.  Thomas 
167-1. — See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 
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168-1 


168-2 


166-3 


W&^u,  mV-  ^^fip^O'  ico\ 


RECEIVED 

OCT  0  ^  2006 

EM  VIRON  MENTAL. 


fi=^l 


MASTER  FILE 
COPY 


Letter  168,  Carol  and  Robert  Tiernan 
168-1.— See  Response  #155-12. 
168-2.— See  Responses  #17-2  and  49-2. 
168-3. — See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 
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169-1 


m 


UNtTED  STATES  EI^VIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

REGIOW  8,   IVfOWlAN A  OFFICE 

FEDERAL  SUILDlWG,  iq  Wfisi  15'"  Stre*r,  Suite  3300 

HELENA,  MONTANA  S9626 


Ref:  SMO 
October  3.  2006 


Craig  Genzlinger.P.E. 

Operations  Engineer 

Montana  Division,  Federal  Highway  AdmmisTratioii 

2SS0  Skyuay  Drive 

Helena.  Montana  59602 

lAls.  Jean  RiJey 
Montana  Depl.  of  Traiisponaiion,  Environmeniaf  Serv'ices 
2701  Prospect  Ave. 
PO.  Box  20200 1 
Helena.  MT  59620-1001 


RECEIVED 

OCT  0  5  2006 
ENVIRONMENTAL 


Re: 


CEQ  tt  20060338;  Comments  on  U.S.  Highway  93. 
Ninepipe/Ronan  Improveinent  Project,  Draft 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


Dear  Mr.  Genzlinger  and  Ms  Riley: 


The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  Region  VIII  Montana  OfTlce  has  reviewed 
the  Draft  Supplemental  Environnienial  Impact  StatemenE  (DSElS)  for  the  U.S.  Highway  93 
Nmepipe/Ronan  Improvement  Project,  in  accordance  wiih  its  responsibilities  under  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act.  Section  309  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act  directs  EPA  to  review  ai>d  comment  in  writing  on  the  environmental  impacts  of 
any  major  federal  agency  aciion.  The  EPA's  comments  include  a  rating  of  both  the 
environmental  impact  of  (he  proposed  action  and  the  adequacy  of  the  NEPA  document    A 
summary  of  EPA's  rating  system  is  enclosed  for  your  information. 

The  EPA  has  no  objectioi^s  to  the  preliminary  preferred  ahemativc  for  the  urban  portion 
of  the  proposed  project,  Ronan  Aliemative  4,  We  are  pleased  tiiat  this  prcliminarv  preferred 
alternative,  mvolving  a  couple!  configui^tion  with  a  two^kne,  one-way  nortlibound  route  on  US 
93  and  two  lane,  one-way  southbound  route  on  First  Avenue  S W,  includes  a  pedcstrlan^icycle 

pathway,  and  will  provide  open  channeE  flow  for  Ronan  Spring  Creek  which  ct^rrently  flows  in  a 
culvert  through  between  First  Avenue  SE  and  US  93. 

[n  regard  to  the  rural  ahematives  tlicrc  are  many  safety,  traffic  operations,  and 
environmental  and  resource  management  trade-offs  that  nee^  to  t>e  evaluated  and  considered 

wiih  proposed  highway  improvements  through  ihe  Ninepipe  Wildlife  Refuee.  We  have 


'Prmled  on  RecyCtea  Paper 


Letter  169,  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
John  G.  Wardell,  Director,  Montana  Office 

169-1. — Thank  you  for  your  comments. 

See  Response  #13-8 

169-2. — See  Response  #11-1.  Specific  comments  will  be  addressed  below. 
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169-2 
Gont 


169-3 


evaluaied  ihe  irade-offs.  and  while  we  do  nol  objecl  to  Lhe  agency's  preliTiiis^ary  preferred 
aSEemaiive.  Rurat  Altemaiive  10,  we  have  questions  and  concerns  regard mg  ihe  rural  preliminary 
prefcn-ed  alteinaiive  and  associaieti  enviroiunental  analyses.  These  questions  and  concerns 
include  siting  of  ihe  proposed  southbound  passing  lane  at  Ninepipe  Reservoir:  impacis  to 
wetjands;  impacts  to  wi^life  and  effecitveness  of  proposed  wildlife  crossing  siruciures;  traffic 
tevcJs  and  highway  speeds.  These  quesiions  and  concerns  arc  identified  and  discussed  in  our 
more  detailed  comments  f$ee  enclosed). 

We  ar^  pleased  with  the  proposals  lo  increase  bridge  lengths,  add  cuherts  and  increase 
culven  sizes  at  major  stream  and  wetland  crossings  to  improve  hydro  logic  connections,  flood 
capacity,  fish  passage,  wetland  fttnctioning  and  provide  improved  opportunities  for  wildlife 
crossings.    We  also  appreciate  the  many  proposed  measures  that  would  reduce  impacts  to  water 
quality,  fisheries,  and  aquatic  habitat  (e.g..  erosion  control  BMPs.  SWPPP,  and  stormwater 
treatment,  titling  restrictions  for  in-channel  construction  work  would  avoid  impacts  to  spawning 
fish,  wetland  avoidance  and  minimization  measures,  etc.). 

We  are  enclosing  our  inore  detailed  eommer^ts,  questions,  atid  concerns  regarding  this 
DSEIS  far  your  review  and  consideration.  Based  on  the  procedures  EPA  uses  to  evaluate  the 
adequacy  of  the  information  and  the  poteiUial  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  and 
al !  e  matives  i  n  an  E  IS .  the  U .  S .  H  igh  w  a  y  93 .  N  inepipe/Ron  an  1  mprovemeni  Project 
Supplemental  DEIS  has  been  rated  as  Category  EC-2  (Environmental  Concerns  -  Insuffieient 
Information).  Our  environmental  concerns  regard  impacts  to  wetlands  and  aquatic  habitat,  a& 
well  as  impacts  to  wildlife  and  wildlife  movement,  including  the  threatened  grizzly  bear. 
Additional  information  is  needed  to  fully  assess  and  mitigate  ail  potential  impacts  of  the 
management  actions. 

If  we  may  provide  further  explanation  of  our  concerns  please  contact  Mr  Steve  Potts  of 
my  staff  in  Helena  at  (406)  457-5022  or  in  Missoula  at  (406)  329-3313     Thank  you  for  your 
consideration. 


S  incite!  y> 


John  F.  Warden 


Director 
Montana  Office 


l\i.sst^ 


Ei^closures 


Larry  Svoboda/Julia  Johnson.  EPA.  SEPA-N,  Den%^er 
Todd  Til  linger,  COE,  Helena 
Scott  Jackson,  USFWS,  Helena 


Letter  169,  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
John  G.  Wardell,  Director,  Montana  Office  (continued) 

169-3. — Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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169-3 
Con' I 


US.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  Rating  Syskm  for  Draft  EnvironmentaJ  Impact 

Statements 
Definitions  and  Follow -Ui)  Action* 

Emironmcntal  IjTtPflct  oflhg  Aiiiun 

LO  - '  Lack  of  Objections:  The  [EiiviTOnmcnial  Pj'oiecibn  AEency  (FPA)  review  has  nat  idcnijfjejj  iny  potcntiaf 
envimnnienial  Impacts  requiFing  subiianiive  changes  ic  ihe  proposal.  The  review  may  ha^^  disclosed  opportuniiiei 
fof  app]jcaii&n  of  miiigaiion  measures  ihai  cou]d  t>c  accomplished  wiih  no  tmrt  tlsan  minor  cban|«5  io  tJie  propoijl- 

EC  -  ■  EnTiranmenul  Concerns;  The  EPA  review  has  idcrnifierfenvirotimentaJ  impacts  ihai  should  be  avoided  in 
order  (D  ft] Ely  proictt  the  environmeot   CorreciSve  measures  may  reqi]irc  tharvges  n>  (he  preferred  alienickiive  or 

applicaiiofJ  fif  m!(J£aiion  measures  ihai  can  rediice  these  impacis. 

EO  '  -  Envimnni^nisl  Ohjeciions:  The  EPA  review  has  «lenii/]ed  significant  environmental  impacts  thai  shouW  be 
avoided  in  order  lo  provide  adequaie  pfoiection  for  ihe  environment.  Corrective  measures  miy  require  substantial 
{;hanges  to  the  preferred  alifirnative  oroonsideraiionof  some  other  prajecidlcemaitve  (including  the  TW  aciion 
alteraaiive  or  a  ne^^  Aitcrnaii^e).  EPA  intends  to  work  wiih  the  lead  agency  to  reduce  these  impacui, 

EU  -  -  Envlnmmentfliry  Lnsstfarattoir:  The  ^BPA  review  has  tdeniified  adverse  enviry>nmenia|  impacts  that  are  of 
sufficient  magnitude  thai  they  are  unsatisfacujry  from  the  standpoint  of  public  health  or  uvifarecr  environmental 
quahry.  EPA  intends  to  w^rk  with  the  fead  agency  id  reduce  ihe,se  impacts.  If  rhe  potent iai  unaiisfaciory  injpacti 
are  not  corrected  at  the  final  EIS  stage,  this  proposal  will  be  recommended  for  referral  to  the  Council  on 

Environmeniaf  Quality  (CEQ), 

Adequacy  of  (he  Impafl  Sialemeni 

Cfliijfeor?  J  ' '  Adequait:  EPA  believes  (he  drafi  EJS  adequaiely  sets  forth  the  environmental  impact(s>  of  the 
pjeferred  alternative  and  thOM  of  the  alternatives  reasonably  available  to  the  projea  or  action.  Mo  further  analysis 
of  data  collection  is  necessary,  but  the  reviewer  may  suggesi  the  addition  of  clarifying  language  or  information. 

Category  2  -  .  TnsudJeieni  Inforniaiion:  Thedraf^  EIS  does  no!  contain  suftlcient  information  for  EPA  to  fully 
asse.ss  environmental  impacts  tm  should  be  a^^ided  in  order  to  fulfy  protect  the  envir^nmeni.or  the  EPA  reviewer 
has  identified  new  reasonably  available  aliernativei  that  are  within  the  spectrum  of  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  draft 
EIS,  whicii  could  reduce  ihe  envirtmnientat  impacts  of  the  action.  The  identifiect  additional  information,  data, 
dna  I  yses  or  discuss  ion  should  bfi  inc  ludect  in  the  fi  na  1  ElS . 

Citegoi^  3  '  -  Injtdequate:  EPA  docs  noi  believe  ihar  ihc  drafi  EJS  ^idequately  assesses  poientially  significant 
environmental  impacisof  the  action,  or  the  EPA  reviewer  hai  identified  new,  reasonably  available  alternatives  thai 
;irc  outside  of  the  spectrum  of  alternatives  an^alyied  in  the  draft  EIS.  which  should  be  analyzed  in  order  to  reduce  ihe 
poientially  significant  environmental  innpacts   EPA  believes  that  ihe  identified  additional  information,  data, 
analyses,  or  discussions  are  of  such  s  magnitude  ihat  they  should  have  fuH  public  review  at  a  draft  stage   EPA  does 
noj  believe  ihat  d»e  draft  EIS  is  adequate  for  ihe  purposes  of  die  National  Environmenial  Policy  Act  and  or  Section 
i^W  review,  and  ihus  should  be  formally  revised  and  made  available  for  p<]bfic  comment  in  a  supplemental  or 
revised  draft  EIS.  On  the  basis  of  she  potential  significant  impacts  mvolwjd,  this  proposal  could  be  a  candidate  for 
referral  totheCBQ. 

I^af""^^^   '^-'^"'^  ^^^  P^lifii^^IltL^rQHJt^r?^  rnr  ihg  HtVtc^  ai  Federal  Aa«^^  fmnacrijie  ihr  Wnv\rr,n^^r    f^ruiuy. 


Letter  169,  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
John  G.  Wardell,  Director,  Montana  Office  (continued) 
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169-3 
Conl 


EPA  Comments  on  the  Draft  Suppknienlal  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(DSEIS)  for  the  US.  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Improvement  Project 

Brief  Project  Overview: 

^0.1.  ^^^  ^^°"^ana  Depi  of  Transportation  (MDT)  and  Federal  High^vay  AdmmisEration 
(FHWA)  have  evaluated  proposed  improvemenis  for  an  1 1.2  miJe  segmeiu  of  US  93  froiti 
Dublin  Gulch  Road/Red  Horn  Road  through  the  City  of  Ronan  lo  Bapiise  RoadySpring  Creek 
Road  m  Lake  Couniy,  Monmna  through  the  Niiiep[pe  National  Wildlife  Refuge  m  the  FJadiead 
Indian  Reservanon.  The  existnig  road  is  nairow.  lacks  shoulders,  is  pertodically  congested  and 
has  a  high  acciJcjit  rate.  Proposed  improvemciiis  are  to  provide  a  facility  that  meets  current 
ac^^ign  standards  in  ord^r  to  enliance  the  safety  and  operation  of  the  faciMty.  A  tio  action 
aliem^Eive  and  ten  action  aJtemalivcs  were  analyzed  for  the  n^ral  portion  of  the  project,  ranging 
from  minor  widening  and  improvement  of  the  two  lane  roadway  with  a  cross  section  of  40  feci  to 
widening  and  improvemem  to  a  four  Jane  roadway  with  a  cross  section  of  1 1 2  feci     The  Draft 
SupplcmentaJ  ErS  also  analyze.^  a  no  action  alternative  and  five  action  aliematives  for  the  urban 
ponion  of  the  project  through  the  City  of  Ronan.  These  aheniatives  range  from  improving  the 
roadway  with  the  ejtisung  right-of-way  to  widening  outside  the  existing  roadway  to  a  split 
couplet,  with  soutjibound  lanes  relocated  to  an  adjacent  street.  Rural  Altemaiive  10  and  Ronan  4 
are  the  preliminary  preferred  alternatives. 

Comments:  '    '         '•''"  .        .      ,  ,.  . 

1  We  appreciate  the  iticlusion  m  the  DSEIS  of  many  maps  showing  the  project  corridor 

wildhfe  crossing  structures,  wetlands,  the  multiple  alternaiives,  etc;  many  inTormative 
tables  (e.g..  Tables  1.4-1  and  1,4.2  comparing  alternatives.  Table  18-1  summarizing 
design  features  and  mitigation  measures,  and  Tables  3-1- i  and  3- J -2  showing  key 
features  of  action  alternatives);  and  narrative  discussions  providing  explanatory  ' 
background  infomiation  on  existing  road  conditions,  transportation  demand  capacity  and 
level  of  service,  safety  and  accidents  along  US  93,  project  development  history,  and  tJie 
allematives  development  and  screening  process  (pages  2-  U  to  2- 1 6).    These  maps, 
tables  and  nartative  discussions  Improve  project  understanding  and  help  clarify  issues 
and  facilitate  alternatives  evaluation.  They  provide  a  clearer  basis  of  choice  among 
options  for  the  decision  maker  and  the  public  in  accordatice  with  the  goals  of  NEPA 
EPA  also  appreciates  die  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  preliminary  ElS 
docu  ments  and  panic  ipate  in  in  t  end  isci  pi  i  n  ary  tea  m  meet  i  ngs 


169^      Alternatives 


The  EPA  has  no  objections  to  Ronan  Alternative  4,  the  preliminarv  preferred  alternative 
for  the  urban  portion  of  the  project.  We  are  pleased  that  the  preliminarv  preferred 
altematEVc  involving  a  two- lane,  one-way  northbound  couplei  configuration  on  US  9^ 

and  TWO  lane,  southbound  roadway  on  First  Avenue  S W  includes  a  pedestrian/bicycle 
pathway  from  ihe  Ronan  City  Park  to  Baptisie  Ro^^d/Spung  Creek  Road.  Wc  are  also 
pleased  that  the  urban  preliminary  preferred  alieniative  would  davlighi  Ronan  Spring 


Letter  169,  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
John  G.  Wardell,  Director,  Montana  Office  (continued) 

169-4.— See  Response  #13-8. 
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Creek  from  culver:  flow  Lo  open  channel  flow  bcuveen  First  Avenue  SE  and  US  93  (page 
3  46).  We  support  such  efforts  to  increase  ihe  ecological  value  of  the  creek. 

Table  5'  10- 1  (page  5-70)  shows  ihi^i  Ihe  ruriil  action  alternatives  would  impact  from  1?.9 
io4K2  acres  of  wetJands.  The  preliminary  preferred  altemaiiveiRural  AHemative  10^ 
would  impaci  23,6  acres  of  weiland?^,  while  Altemativc  7  Rural  impacts  1 5.9  acres  of 
^^vetlands,  Altemanve  1  Rural  impaccs  23.3  acres  of  weibnds,  and  Alternative  2  Rural 
impacts  23,4  acres  of  wet! arid.    Ail  olhcr  build  altemaiives  impact  a  higher  amount  of 
wetlands  [han  the  niral  preliminary  preferred  aliemative. 

As  you  know  Clean  Water  Aci  Section  404  Dredge  arid  Pill  Permit  rules  and  policies 
iiivoh  ing  placerticnt  of  Till  materia!  in  waters  of  the  U.S.  including  wetlandii.  require  that 
adverse  impacts  to  aquatic  resources  be  avoided  as  much  as  possible,  and  that  the  "least 
damaging  practicable  ahemative"  to  aquatic  resources  be  permitted  so  long  as  that 
alternative  does  not  have  other  significant  adverse  environmental  consequences  (40  CFR 
230.10(a)).  An  alter^iative  is  considered  'practicable  '  if  it  is  available  and  capable  of 
being  done  after  taking  into  consideration  cost,  existing  technology,  and  logistics  in  light 
ofoverall  f^jectptirposcs.  •  j       .  - 

While  the  EPA  recognises  that  the  prefeired  alternative  has  sligjttly  greater  wetland 
impacf^  than  Rural  Altcniatives  1.  2,  and  7.  we  also  recogmze  that  Rural  Altemaiive  Ri 
has  transportation  and  safety  benefits  over  Ko>  al  Alternatives  1  and  2.  which  do  not 
provide  the  passing  opportunities  and  level  of  sert  ice  and  accident  reduction  potential  of 
Rural  Alternative  10  fpages  ^-2  to  5-6).  Rural  Aheniative  I  does  not  address  operational 
or  safety  needs  associated  with  slow  moving  vehicles  northbound  on  Post  Creek  Hill,  nor 
does  i:  address  southbound  passing  needs,  and  capacity  and  safety  needs  south  of  Ronan 
and  is  estimated  to  reduce  accidents  by  16%.  Rural  Alternative  2  aEso  does  not  address 
southbound  passing  needs,  and  capacity  and  safety  needs  south  of  Ronan.  and  is 
projected  to  reduce  accidents  by  17.2%. 

Rural  Alternative  7  has  an  estimated  exist  of  SI  14  million,  which  is  $76  million  above  the 
S3S  million  estimated  cost  of  Rural  Ahemative  10,  and  is  projected  to  reduce  accidents 
by  IS. 5^  I  i.e.,  slightly  less  accident  reduction  than  Rural  AUcrTiative  lU  at  three  times 
die  cost,  albeit  with  7.7  acres  of  additional  wetland  impact).  The  high  cost  of  Rural 
Alternative  7  would  also  delay  project  implementation  and  associated  safety  benefits  for 
US  93  for  an  additional  6  years,  and  delay  many  other  projects  needed  for  safety 
improvements  on  other  highways  in  the  Missoula  District  of  MDOT  (Appendix  D,  page 
42}.  Also,  the  DSEIS  indicates  that  tcinporary  wetlands  impacts  and  construction 
impacts  associated  with  construction  of  the  elevated  roadway  for  Ahemative  7  Rural 
would  be  highest  of  any  alten^aiive  fpagcs  5-6S).  h  would  be  helpful  if  additional 
quantitative  information  could  be  provided  regarding  the  additional  temporary  impacts  lo 
wetlands  that  arc  expected  to  result  from  Rural  Ahemative  7. 


Letter  169,  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
John  G.  Wardell,  Director,  Montana  Office  (continued) 

169-5. — See  Response  #1-1  &  11-1.  Specific  comments  will  be  addressed  below. 
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Con' I 


Rural  Altcniaiive  JO  is  projecied  to  reduce  acoid^;nts  by  20,1%,  and  thus,  would  ^^^dLlce 
accidenis  (0  u  greater  ex  lent  thaii  Rural  Altemaljves  1,  2,  and  7,  and  would  address 
capacity  and  safety  needs  betier  ihan  Rural  Aliema lives  i  and  2  while  only  increasing 
wetfand  impacts  by  0.2  or  03  acre^.  While  Rural  Alternative  JO  would  impact  7.7 
additional  acres  of  wetlands  ihan  Rural  Akematjve  7  (although  this  does  not  consider  die 
addiiional  temporary  wctbnd  impacls  &f  Ahemaiive  7).  Rurd  Alternative  10  could  be 
im piemen [ed  more  quickly  at  much  lower  cost  without  serious  delay  lo  other  needed 
highway  projects.  Accordingly,  while  there  are  many  traffic  operations,  safety  and 
environmental  and  resource  management  trade -of fs  that  need  lo  be  evaluated  and 
considered,  we  do  not  object  to  the  agency's  preliminary  preferred  alternative.  Rural 
Altcnialive  10.  Although  we  do  have  questions  and  concerns  regarding  the  niral 
preliminary  preferred  altemaijve  and  the  environmental  armlysis,  which  arc  discu.-?sed  in 
otir  subsequent  commeDts.  .    /  .... 


169-6 


Southbound  Passing  Lane  at  Hinepipe  Wiidlife  Refund 


The  DSEIS  discussion  of  the  controversy  regarding  the  proposed  1,2  miles  southbound 
passing  lane  from  the  top  of  Post  Creek  Hill  to  Eagle  Pass  Tr^il  within  the  Niiicpipe 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  (page  1-21)  improves  public  understanding  of  the  trade-offs 
between  safety  and  capacity  improvements  and  resource  iinpucis  associaEed  with  this 
consroversial  passing  lane.  As  you  know  encroachment  of  passing  lanes  on  aquatic  areas 
causes  envirorimcmal  concerns,  especially  within  a  national  wildlife itfuge,  EPA 
believes  roadway  impacts  to  aquatic  areas  and  wildlife  resources  should  be  avoided  as 
much  as  possible.  ■    '''"■  "^  V     '  '  ■   .   .  ^      ^!   ;-- 

This  DSEIS  discussion  (pajge  1-21)  clariifies  the  need  for  a  passing  lane  between  West 
Post  Creek  Road/East  Post  Creek  Road  and  MT  212/Kicking  Horse  Road  (i.e..  since 
without  such  a  passing  lane  tl^ere  would  be  no  southbound  passing  opportunity  for  a 
distance  of  S  4  miles  betweeo  RP  4S  and  RP  36.6,  which  is  twice  the  distance  considered 
appropriate  for  safety  concerns);  and  indicates  that  the  full  safety  benefit  of  a  passing  lane 
may  not  be  gained  if  the  passing  lane  were  consirucicd  at  an  intermediate  point  near 
either  end  of  the  corridor. 

This  discussion  also  indicates  that  this  southbound  passing  lane  would  be  located  within 
the  existing  right-of  way,  wiih  a  portion  on  a  new  elevated  bridge  siruciure  so  that  the 
passing  lane  would  not  have  any  impacts  beyond  those  of  the  rural  alleniativcs  i hat  do 
not  include  a  passing  lane  at  this  location.  A  660  foot  long  wildlife  crossing  and 
waterway  crossing  bridge  is  proposed  lo  replace  ihe  existing  70  foot  highway  bridge  at 
the  upper  end  of  the  Ninepipe  Reservoir,  and  the  passing  lane  will  be  located  on  this 
structiire^  and  will  not  cause  any  roadway  fill  within  the  reser%^oir. 

While  we  would  like  Lo  see  drivers  reduce  speeds  and  evidence  patience  when  driving 
through  a  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  and  thus,  avoid  ihe  need  for  passing  lanes  within  the 
Refuge,  we  acknowledge  that  this  perspective  may  not  be  eonsistem  with  human  nature 
and  traffic  safety.  We  are  p!eased  that  the  proposed  southbound  passing  lane  can  be 
placed  on  a  bridge  over  Ninepipe  Reservoir  so  that  highway  safety  and  capacity  needs 
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Letter  169,  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
John  G.  Wardell,  Director,  Montana  Office  (continued) 

169-6.— See  Response  #11-1. 
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can  be  addn;ssed  wi^hou:  placmg  additional  fill  in  ihe  reservoir.  We  andcrsiand  ihal  [he 
iKVj  bridge  wiH  result  in  ren^ova]  of  590  feel  <jf  existing  roadway  till  creating  more 
wetland  area,  and  improving  connectiviiy  of  the  waterway/  and  asso<;iated  riparian  area. 
and  enhpncing  safely  of  wildlife  crossings  in  the  riparian  area.  We  do  not  object, 
therefore,  to  this  southbound  pasising  lane  within  the  refuge  that  is  needed  to  addreiis 
safety  considerations.  Although  we  do  have  concerns  regarding  potential  effects  of  the 
passing  lane,  since  it  may  promote  increased  highway  speeds  through  an  area  with  high 
wildlife  values  (i.e.,  concerns  about  potential  for  road  kill  of  wildlife,  including  turtles, 
birds,  mammals,  or  wildlife  displacement,  stress,  or  modified  wildlife  behavior,  etc.). 
Our  wiidlife  concerns  are  discussed  in  subsequent  comments. 

Wc  also  wonder  if  this  southbound  passing  lane  would  have  fewer  potemial  wildlife 
impacts  if  it  were  located  south  of  Olson  Road,  so  that  it  would  be  soutb  of  the  Nirlcpipe 
Reservoir  area  and  perhaps  promote  slower  driving  speeds  through  the  Reservoir  area. 
While  the  DSEIS  suggests  that  the  safety  benefit  of  a  passing  lane  is  reduced  if  it  is 
located  closer  to  the  end  of  the  corridor,  it  is  not  clear  to  us  how  much  of  safety  benefit  is 
iosi  by  locating  this  passing  lane  further  south,  away  from  Kinepipc  Reservoir.  We 
recommend  further  discussion  about  siting  considerations  for  this  southbound  passing 
lane  in  the  FSEJS, 


169-e     Wildlife 


We  are  pleased  that  the  DSEIS  states  that  all  mral  alternatives  incorporate  five  wildlife 
crossing  structures  (at  Post  Creek,  Ninepipe  Reservoir,  both  Kettle  Ponds,  and  Crow 
Creek,  pages  3-33  to  3-44),  and  12  enlarged  culverts  that  will  facilitate  wildlife 
movement  through  the  road  corridor  and  redtice  fragmentation  of  wildlife  habitat  (page  5- 
94),    It  is  stated  that  these  crossings  would  improve  conditions  for  wildlife  to  cross  under 
the  highway  at  riparian  areas  associated  with  stream  crossings  and  migration  routes  (page 
1-5).  We  ha%'e  a  few  comments  and  questions  in  regard  to  wildlife  crossing  structures, 
their  effectiveness,  and  potential  wildlife  impacts  as  follows; 

a)  Tables  4. 1 2-6  and  4. 1 2 -7  (pages  4  109,  4-110)  identify  wildlife  road  kill 
locations  that  show  particularly  high  deer  road  kill  between  RP  45.0  to  45.9,  RP 
38.0-3S.9,  RP  41.2  to  41.8;  grizzly  bear  road  till  near  RP  37.7;  and  high  turtle 
road  kill  in  areas  between  RP  400  to  44,0.  We  also  understand  thai  a  special 
Montana  Dept.  of  Transportation  (MDT)  study  was  recently  completed  by  a 
University  of  Montana  graduate  student  in  regard  to  turtle  mortality  in  the 
Ninepipe  Refuge  area  from  US  93  vehicle  collisions,  and  this  study  identified 
high  priority  areas  for  turtle  crossings  (e.g.,  at  both  Kettle  Ponds  and  just  sotith  of 
the  Ninepipe  scenic  turnout).  The  DSEIS  states  that  the  actual  number  aiid 
location  of  the  12  enlarged  cut  verts  for  wildlife  crossings  would  be  determined 
during  the  final  roadway  design  stage  (page  5-95),  It  is  not  clear  to  us  if  die  final 
roadway  designs  will  assure  that  tvildtife  crossings  will  be  located  at  all  the  high 
priority  turtle  crossing  sites  and  the  other  areas  where  theie  have  been  high  levels 
of  road  kill  of  deer,  giizzly  bear  and  other  lerresirial  wildlife.  The  FSEIS  should 
clarify  whether  wildlife  crossings  urc  proposed  at  all  the  high  priority  turtle 
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Letter  169,  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
John  G.  Wardell,  Director,  Montana  Office  (continued) 

169-7.— See  Response  #11-1. 

169-8. — Functional  objectives  that  guided  wildlife  crossing  options  are  listed  in 
Section  3.1.2  under  Wildlife  Crossing  Structure  Options.  In  addition,  the  following 
text  was  added  to  Chapter  5,  Fish  and  Wildlife,  Rural  Portion  -  Wildlife  and 
Vegetation,  Action  Alternatives,  Wildlife  Crossing  Structures:  "Biologists  and 
wildlife  managers  will  determine  the  locations  for  wildlife  crossing  structures  by 
considering  habitat,  roadkill  data,  and  tracking  information,  the  UM  turtle  mortality 
study  and  using  their  best  professional  judgment." 


It    o:\proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native  files\00-0 1432-002  apxj  comment  letters  6.doc 


US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Final  SEIS 


J-225 


Appendix  J — Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  tine  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


Con1 


169^9 
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crossing  siLes  (identifierf  in  ihc  UM  uinle  mortality  smdyj  and  the  other  areas 
where  there  have  been  high  levels  of  road  kill  of  deer,  gri^?Ey  bear  Etnd  odier 
terresLria]  wildtife  this  concern. 

W'c  believe  it  is  important  that  siting  of  wildlife  crossings  be  determined  by 
wildlife  biologists  with  the  goal  of  assuring  that  wildlife  crossing  structures  are 
properly  located  and  designed  so  that  they  will  be  used  by  wildlife  and  are 

effective  in  reducing  wi  Ed  life- vehicle  collisions,  and  thus,  improving  highway 
safety. 

b)  The  discussion  on  pages  5-94  and  5-95  indicate  that  wildlife  fencing  will  be 
used  at  the  Post  Creek  wildlife  crossing,  but  may  not  be  used  at  all  crossing  sines 
It  is  specifically  iiiated  that  no  fencing  is  proposed  in  the  Kinepipe  segment  of  the 
project  corridor.  It  is  also  slated  that  wildlife  will  hnvt  to  "leani  to  use  the 
crossing  structures."  We  believe  the  FSEIS  should  more  clearly  identify  where 
wildlife  fencing  is  proposed  in  association  with  crossing  stniciures  and  not 
proposed.  Also,  it  is  not  clear  how  wildlife  will  '1eam''  how  to  use  die  crossing 
structures  other  than  that  wildlife  that  do  not  use  the  crossing  structures  may 
become  road  kill.  The  DSEIS  states  that  without  fencing  lo  direct  wildlife  to  the 
crossing  structures  it  is  likely  that  at  least  initially  (until  wildlife  team  <o  use  the 
structures),  wildhfe-road  kill  rates  would  remain  at  current  levels  (page  5-95). 
We  are  concerned  that  if  wildlife  do  not  use  the  crossing  structures,  wildlife  road 
kill  rates  may  actually  increase  due  to  wider  roads^  increased  traffic  and  higher 
speeds.  -  .  ..:  ^ 

We  believe  it  w^Ould  be  helpfulTto  Sriclude  wing  fericing  or  Isarriers  wlih  all 
wildlife  crossings  to  help  direct  w  ildlife  to  the  crossings  and  restrict  wildlife  from 
using  the  roadway  surface,  and  thus,  better  assure  wildEife  use  of  die  crossing 
slaictures.  Fencing  is  often  a  helpful  component  of  a  wildlife  cro.ssing  structure 
to  make  the  structure  effective.  We  suggest  th^t  it  would  be  proactive  to  use 
fencing  to  force  wildlife  to  use  (he  crossing  structures.  We  recommend  that  use 
of  fencing  or  other  barriers  in  association  with  wildlife  crossing  structures  to 
promote  their  use  by  wildlife  be  evaluated  further.  We  also  note  that  the 
aforementioned  turtle  mortality  .study  i indicated  that  turtles  may  be  abk  to  chmb 
or  otherwise  negotiate  some  fences  or  barriers.  We,  therefore,  note  the 
importance  of  using  wildlife  fencing/barriers  that  effectively  restrict  access  of  the 
wild[ife  species  of  concern  to  the  roadway  surface,  thus,  forcing  the  wildlife  to 
use  the  crossing  structures.  This  nnay  be  particularly  important  for  turtle 
crossings    The  DSEIS  also  mentions  opposition  to  fencing  by  local  wildlife 
biologists  (page  5-95),  Reasoning  for  opposition  to  fencing  by  local  biologists 
should  be  discussed  further  in  the  FSEIS. 

c)  The  DSEIS  stales  that  all  the  rural  alternatives  will  reduce  mortality  of 
terrestrial  wildlife  from  vehicular  collisions,    Wc  are  concerned,  however,  thai 
increased  traffic  (number  of  vehicles  per  day)  and  increased  highway  speeds  may 
result  from,  or  be  facilitated  by,  the  proposed  highway  impiovcments.  Wider 
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Letter  169,  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
John  G.  Wardell,  Director,  Montana  Office  (continued) 

169-9. — The  proposed  crossing  structures  were  sited  and  selected  based  on  the  best 
available  data  on  functional  structures  at  highway  locations  throughout  North 
America.  Biologists  and  wildlife  managers  will  finalize  the  determination  of  the 
number  and  the  locations  for  the  wildlife  crossing  structures  during  the  final  design 
phase.  These  determinations  will  be  based  on  habitat,  roadkill  data,  tracking 
information,  wildlife  sightings,  and  their  best  professional  judgment. 

169-10.— See  Response  #52-11. 

Under  Section  5.12.1  Rural  Portion-Wildlife  and  Vegetation,  Direct  Effects,  Rural 
Alternatives,  Wildlife  Crossing  Structures,  additional  language  was  added  to  clarify 
specifically  where  wildlife  fencing  is  proposed  within  the  project  corridor. 

Several  papers  suggest  that  use  of  crossing  structures  by  certain  animals  increases  as 
animals  become  habituated  with  (or  "learn")  the  structures. 

Under  Section  5.12.1  Rural  Portion-Wildlife  and  Vegetation,  Direct  Effects,  Rural 
Alternatives,  Wildlife  Crossing  Structures  the  discussion  was  changed  to  "Without 
fencing  to  direct  wildlife  to  the  crossing  structures  it  is  likely  that  at  least  initially, 
until  wildlife  learn  to  use  the  structures,  wildlife-road  kill  rates  would  remain  at 
current  levels  or  possibly  increase  in  sections  oftlie  road  tliat  liave  been  widened." 

The  placement  and  type  of  fencing  in  the  Ninepipe  segment  of  the  project  would  be 
determined  by  wildlife  biologists  and  habitat  managers  using  the  best  available 
science,  and  will  be  subject  to  agreement  by  MDT,  FHWA,  and  CSKT.  Research  on 
painted  turtles  will  be  considered  in  wildlife  fencing  decisions. 

Opposition  to  continuous  roadside  fencing  through  the  Ninepipe  area  was  raised  by 
the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  Montana  Fish,  Wildlife,  and  Parks 
representatives  during  Advisory  Committee  and  Interdisciplinary  Team  meetings 
and  was  largely  due  to  the  hazard  fencing  poses  to  birdlife,  but  there  were  also 
concerns  about  the  fencing  disrupting  habitat  connectivity  for  other  species.  This 
information  was  added  to  the  text  in  Section  5.12  of  the  final  document. 

169-11. — The  addition  of  wildlife  crossing  structures  in  this  project  is  designed  to 
mitigate  for  highway  improvements. 

For  information  regarding  wildlife  fencing  see  Response  #52-11. 
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Com 


169-12 


169-13 


169-1 3a 


highways  along  wjih  tncrensed  irafHc  and  Ingliway  speeds  could  increase 
poiential  opponutMiies  for  wildlife- vehicle  collisions,  especiaiJy  if  wildlife 
crossing  sirucisjres  are  not  fenced  and/or  otherwise  not  used  to  their  optimal 
exteiu  by  wildlife 

Some  moniioring  of  effeciiveness  of  wildlife  crossing  stmctures  appears  to  be 
proposed  in  association  with  grizzly  bears  (pivge  5-118).  We  nccomnicnd  thas  the 
proposed  highway  project  include  a  more  comprehensive  wildlife  inoniioring  and 
adaptive  management  program  that  would  assess  the  effectiveness  of  wildlife 
crossing  structures  for  additional  wildlife  species  following  highway 
conaimction/gse(i.e  .  effectiveness  in  reducing  wildlife  vehicle  collisions  and 
road  kill  for  deer,  turtles,  etc.,  along  with  grizzly  bear)    If  it  i*:  found  that  wildlife- 
vehiclc  collisions  and  road  kill  are  not  being  reduced  as  predicted,  such 
monitoring  results  should  trigger  follow-up  studies  for  additional  mitigation 
measures  to  improve  the  effectiveness  of  wildlife  crossing  structures  and/or  other 
means  to  reduce  wild  life- vehicle  collisions.  This  could  include  improving 
crossing  structures,  relocating  structures,  providing  additional  structures, 
providing  new^  or  additional  wildlife  fencing,  and/or  perhaps  reductions  in  speed 
limits.  We  noce  ttiat  reduction  in  wildlife- vehicle  collisiotis  is  an  important 
component  of  making  roads  safer  for  human  travel  as  well  as  to  reduce  ttnpacts  to 
the  wi  Id]  i  f e  resource . 

d)  The  DSEIS  indicates  that  swallows  and  blackbirds  make  up  a  large  percentage 
of  road  killed  birds  in  the  corridor,  and  that  the  risk  of  vehicle  collisions  with  cliff 
swallows  may  increase  due  lo  the  proposed  longer  bridge  spans  and  incieased 
number  of  culvcns  in  the  corridor  (page  5-95),  We  ask  if  it  would  be  possible  lo 
develop  bridge  design  nut  i  gat  ion  measures  thai  would  discourage  cliff  swallows 
from  ne^iting  beneath  roadway  bridges?    For  example  consider  bridge  designs  that 
make  it  difficuU  for  birds  to  construct  nests  beneuth  highway  bridges,  or  include 
artificial  owl  dumnnes  beneath  biidges  to  discourage  bird  nesting?  Also,  perhaps 
bird  nesting  structures  could  be  built  away  from  the  road  that  wotild  reduce 
nesting  density  at  roadway  bridges  f  and  thus,  reduce  potential  for  vehicle- bird 
collisions? 

6.  We  are  pleased  ihat  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  and  MDOT  have 
completed  formal  consultation  with  die  U,S,  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  under 
Section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA).  and  that  the  FWS  has  concuiTcd  wiih  ilie 
determination  for  bald  eagles  and  issued  a  biological  opinion  for  the  threatened  huti  trotiE 
and  grizzly  bear  (page  5-111),  and  that  the  transportation  agencies  have  agreed  to  l-^'S 
reasonable  and  prudent  meastires  for  grizzly  bear  protection. ..^ 

Water  Resources,  Including  Wetlands 

7.  We  appreciate  the  proposals  to  increase  bridge  lenglhs,  add  eulverts,  and  increase  culvert 
si^es  at  major  stream  and  wetland  crossings  lo  improve  hydro  logic  connections,  flood 
capacity,  wedand  functioning  and  facilitate  safer  wildlife  crossings.  We  very  much 


Letter  169,  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
John  G.  Wardell,  Director,  Montana  Office  (continued) 

169-12. — MDT  has  a  comprehensive  Pre-Constmction  monitoring  program  that  has 
been  in  place  for  the  Evaro-Polson  Corridor  (please  visit  MDT  website 
http://www.mdt.mt.gov/research/projects/env/wildlife_crossing.shtml).  We  are  now 
coordinating  with  FWHA,  CSKT  and  the  Western  Transportation  Institute  to 
develop  a  Post-Construction  Monitoring  Plan.  Through  the  Technical  Design 
Committee  process  and  the  Construction  phases  in  the  Evaro-Polson  Corridor  we 
have  been  demonstrating  adaptive  management.  Through  lessons  learned  we  have 
modified  wildlife  jumpout  designs,  and  modified  road  designs  to  reduce  costs  and 
stay  within  budgets.  Through  this  process  MDT  and  CSKT  have  developed  a  very 
strong  communication  dialogue  and  level  of  respect  and  trust  for  each  other. 
Through  a  disciplined  scientific  approach  that  also  utilizes  the  best  available  science 
and  local  knowledge,  it  is  hoped  that  the  need  for  modification  of  structures  installed 
should  be  minor.  Any  follow  up  measures  such  as  adding  additional  fencing,  adding 
new  structures,  or  moving  structures  would  require  nomination  of  new  projects 
whereby  they  would  have  to  compete  for  funding  with  other  projects  and  needs 
throughout  the  Missoula  District. 

169-13. — Cliff  swallows  nest  on  bridges  adjacent  to  wetlands  and  open  water  areas 
throughout  their  range.  While  the  use  of  bridges  for  nesting  by  swallows  probably 
increases  the  likelihood  of  vehicle-swallow  collisions,  implementing  measures  to 
make  bridges  unavailable  for  nesting  would  eliminate  an  important  nest  resource  for 
the  swallows.  Also,  given  the  abundance  of  swallows  and  blackbirds,  the  actual 
numbers  that  are  hit  on  the  roadway  is  a  small  percentage  of  total  populations  in  this 
area  and  this  mortality  would  have  no  impact  on  species  viability  and  minimal 
impact  on  overall  populations.  In  general,  bird  mortality  has  not  been  an  issue  of 
significance  on  this  roadway,  nor  is  it  expected  to  become  one.  An  effective  means 
of  combating  bird  nesting  on  bridges  is  to  apply  bird-x,  or  screen  netting  along  the 
seams  where  swallows  typically  like  to  build  nests.  However,  this  process  is  labor 
intensive  and  is  typically  only  used  to  discourage  bird  nesting  prior  to 
the  construction  season  so  that  MDT  is  in  compliance  with  the  Migratory  Bird 
Treaty  Act.  It  is  not  a  long  term  solution,  nor  is  it  practical  to  implement  on  new 
bridge  structures. 

169-13a— See  Response  #39-2. 
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169-1 3a 
Co  n't 


169-14 


support  use  of  bridges  or  open  bottom  culverts  thai  allow  namral  stream  bed  substraie  and 
stream  grade,  xviih  suffjcicnl  width  and  capacity  [o  pass  flood  flows  and  bedload 
transport,  with  minimal  encroachi^ient  upon  the  stream  channel,  riparian  area  and 
ftoodplain.  We  arc  also  pleased  ihm  many  other  measures  ^re  proposed  that  would 
reduce  impacts  to  water  quality,  fisheries,  and  aquatic  habitat  iiicUiding: 

■all  action  alicnnatives  would  resuEt  in  maintenance  or  reduction  in  the  100  year 
flood  water  surface  elevai>on  at  the  highway  cros^iitg  due  to  increased  channel 
and  floodplain  capacity  (page  5-80J: 

-Ronan  Spring  Creek  would  be  daylighted  between  First  Avenue  SE  and  US  93  as 
a  result  of  tlie  proposed  project  (page  5-83),  to  increase  the  ecological  value  of  ilie 
stream; 

-a  Storm  Water  Pollution  Prevention  Plan  (SWTPP)  woul^  be  prepared  and 
stormwater  Lrcatmeiit  measures  would  be  used  (page  5-109); 

-culverts  would  be  designed  atid  installed  to  accommodate  fish  passage  (paee  5- 

109); 

-lim  ing  restr i  cii  pns  for  j  n-channel  wnsuitcstion  work  would  avoid  ^mp^s  to 
spawning  fish  (page  5- 1 633k  ^■;:'^       ■  '\]        ..V  ^   I> 

Thank  you  for  providing  maps  showing  wetlands  in  AppendU  E,  ihe  Appendix  F  table 
of  Impacts  on  Individual  Wetlands,  the  draft  404(b)(13  analysis  in  Appendix  D,  and  the 
discussion  of  wei lands  impacts  in  DSEIS  Sections  4. 10  and  5.10,  This  infonnation 
greatly  facilitates  evaluation  of  wetland  impacts.  Wc  appreciate  the  DSEIS  disclosure  of 
wetland  avoidance  and  minimization  measures  (steepened  roadway  slopes  or  wails  at 
sensitive  areas,  additional  and  larger  culverts  and  bridges,  retainirig  walls  at  kci tie  ponds, 
installation  of  fencing  to  prevent  unnecessary  clearing,  salvaging  of  wetland  vegetation 
for  use  in  revegeta lion  activities,  etc.,  page  5-76,  5-77). ,  .,.  . 

As  noted  earlier,  it  would  be  helpful  if  additional  quantitative  information  could  be 
provided  regarding  the  additional  temporary  impacts  to  wetlands  thai  are  expected  to 
result  from  Rural  Alternative  7  (page  5-6 B).    This  would  faciliiaie  improved 
consideraiion  and  cojnjiarison  of  temporary  vs,  permanent  wetland  effects. 

The  DSEIS  indicates  that  material  source  sites  have  not  been  selected  for  the  project,  and 
that  additional  wetland  impaas  may  occur  in  association  with  material  source  sites  (page 
5-73),  as  well  as  asphalt  production  facilities,  concrete  facilities,  and  stockpiling  of 
materials  in  staging  areas  and  disposal  of  waste  materials.  Is  it  believed  that  such 
potential  additional  wetlands  impacts  would  be  similar  for  all  alternatives?  Is  diere  a 
possibility  that  Rural  Alternative  7  may  potentially  involve  greater  additional  wetlands 
impacts  from  material  source  borrow  or  deposition  sites  than  other  alternatives  due  to 
longer  construction  periods  and  additional  borrow  br  deposition  material? 


Letter  169,  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
John  G.  Wardell,  Director,  Montana  Office  (continued) 

169-14. — See  Response  #52-12.  It  is  believed  that  the  impacts  would  be  similar  for 
all  alternatives,  but  not  the  same.  Alternatives  Rural  8  and  9  would  have  larger  fills 
or  cuts  and  therefore  greater  amounts  of  borrow  or  deposition.  Alternative  Rural  7 
impacts  would  be  greater  in  that  more  of  the  existing  roadway  would  be  eliminated 
and  the  activities  to  eliminate  them  would  have  impacts  where  the  existing  roadway 
goes  through  a  wetland. 

MDT  will  oversee  the  Contractor (s)  involved  in  construction  this  project.  They  will 
require  that  all  permits  are  acquired  and  all  conditions  of  the  permit  met.  In  the  case 
where  MDT  provides  the  site,  they  will  work  closely  with  the  permitting  agencies 
during  the  design  process  to  acquire  the  permits  and  develop  the  conditions  that  the 
Contractor  must  meet.  For  Contractor  provided  sources,  they  require  that  the 
Contractor  work  with  those  same  agencies  and  acquire  the  same  permits.  The 
permits  will  lay  out  the  BMPs  to  be  used  and  requirements  to  be  met. 
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|[  ^vill  be  necessary  for  ihc  MDT  to  oversee  ihc  consimctioii  comractor(s)  to  assure  ihal 
Mjch  add ii tonal  impaas  iire  miniinized,  and  thai  environmeivtally  sensitive  areas  arc 
avoided  when  obiaining  maierial  sources  and  constmcEion  staging  areas.  How  will  MDT 
oversee  contracior  ideniificaiion  and  use  of  material  source  sites  and  excavatioii/fill 
operations  to  assure  thai  adverse  impacts  from  such  sites  and  operations  are  avoided? 

Additional  unavoidable  impacts  lo  wetlands  or  oiher  aquatic  areas  (bat  occur  during 
project  construction  (from  material  source  sites  or  other  reasons)  should  be  identified  and 
permitted  by  the  appropriate  permitting  authorities  (e.g.,  4CMJ  permits.  Tribal  ALCO 
pemiits,  401  certification,  short- temi  turbidity  exeniptions,  etc  J.  It  will  be  imponam  to 
contact  the  Army  Corps  of  Engitieers,  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service,  EPA,  and  CSKT  to 
assure  that  proper  authorizations  and  permits  are  obtained  prior  to  incurring  aquatic 
impacts  (e.g.,  contact  Todd  Til  linger  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  Helena  at  406-441- 
1375;  Jennifer  Winiersteen  of  EPA  at  457-5CX)6;  Scott  Jackson  of  the  USFWS  in  Helena 
at  406-+49-5225  ext.201). 

We  also  recommend  cons  i  dcrati  on  of  a  s  i  ngle  4  (M  pemi  i  i  to  cover  the  d  redge  and  Til  I 
permitting  for  the  project  due  to  the  numerous  aquatic  impacts.  We  feel  this  is  prefeiTed 
over  issuance  of  a  combination  of  numerous  individual  and  nationwide  pemiits,  since  ii 
may  allow  for  improved  cumulative  effects  evaluation  as  well  a?  to  reduce  paperwork 
and  permit  processing  iimc>  and  assure  that  all  necessary  permit  for  dredge  and  fill 
activities  can  be  obtained  for  the  full  project.  Although  we  realise  if  the  project  is  to  be 
constructed  in  several  segments  over  varying  ihnt  periods  it  may  be  appropriate  to  permit 
each  constru ct ion  segment  indi vidu ally. 

The  DEIS  states  that  road  fill  and  encroachment  would  occur  on  Ashley  Creek  and 
unnamed  tributaries  to  Post  Creek  (page  5-90),  and  stream  chamiel  work  n)ay  occur  in 
association  with  construction  of  wildlife  ciossings  and  daylighting  of  Ronaii  Spring 
Creek.  We  recommend  thai  stream  channel  modifications  be  minimised  as  much  as 
possible  and  that  chamiel  modi H cations  simulate  natural  channel  dimension,,  pattern, 
profile  and  length  and  aquatic  habitat  features  (i  iffle^  pooL  run).  We  also  note  that  it  is 
preferable  to  restore  channel  length  and  natural  riffle/pool  sequences  without  installation 
of  artificial  grade  control  structures,  although  if  ch  ami  el  length  cannot  be  restored,  grade 
control  stnictures  may  he  necessary  to  maintain  charmel  stabiliiy.  We  also  recommend 
timt  aquatic  biologists  and  staff  with  training  and  knowledge  of  fjuvia!  ^eomorphglogj  be 
consulted  during  design  of  stream  channel  modifications.  .  ■ 

As  you  knoWn  after  pi  alining  and  design  measures  arc  used  as  much  as  possible  to  avoid 
and  minimize  impacts  to  wetlands,  compensation  for  unavoidable  impacts  should  be 
provided  by  creating,  enhancing  and/or  re  storing  wetland  habitat  of  similar  type  and 
function  as  to  what  was  lost  (page  5-17),  with  a  goal  of  achieving  no  overall  net  loss  of 
weilai>ds  values  and  functions. 

Compensation  for  unavoidable  impacts  to  wetlands  are  discussed  in  the  DSEIS  (page  5- 
7R)  in  general  terms,  but  specific  plans  for  wetland  mitigation  are  not  included.    We 
generally  recommend  that  when  a  preferred  aliemattve  is  identified  in  the  FSEIS,  that  a 


Letter  169,  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
John  G.  Wardell,  Director,  Montana  Office  (continued) 

169-15. — A  single  404  permit  will  be  considered  for  this  project;  however, 
circumstances  may  dictate  the  need  for  multiple  permit  applications.  We  will  work 
with  the  USAGE  to  determine  the  most  appropriate  way  to  complete  the  404 
permitting  process.  A  comprehensive  Compensatory  Mitigation  Plan  will  be 
complete  regardless  of  how  the  permits  are  completed. 

169-16. — Necessary  channel  modifications  and  their  design  will  be  determined 
specifically  during  final  design.  Typically  designs  are  prepared  by  a  consultant,  and 
the  resultant  plan  is  reviewed  and  concurred  upon  by  MDT,  CSKT  and  FHWA. 
MDT  has  worked  diligently  with  CSKT  and  permitting  agencies  responsible  for  the 
protection  of  aquatic  resources  to  incorporate  natural  channel  design  features  where 
appropriate.  Your  comments  and  recommendations  will  be  taken  into  account 
during  the  final  design  process. 

169-17. — ^We  are  too  early  in  the  design  process  to  know  specific  quantities  of  total 
wetland  impacts  and  mitigation  needs.  But  such  impacts  have  been  determined  to 
the  extent  possible  so  as  to  allow  meaningful  choices  among  the  alternatives. 
Currently  the  project  is  in  approximately  a  30  percent  design  phase.  Also, 
complicating  matters,  the  USACE  has  been  unable  to  make  a  jurisdictional 
determination  regarding  specific  wetlands  reviewed  in  the  field  with  MDT  and  their 
consultants  last  year  (2006),  due  to  recent  court  cases  and  pending  guidance  from 
headquarters.  As  of  this  date,  MDT  has  not  been  given  formal  notice 
regarding  USACE  jurisdiction  of  potential  wetland  impacts.  At  this  stage  MDT  is 
expecting  the  project  to  entail  a  combination  of  on-site  mitigation  and  off -site 
mitigation,  and  is  pursuing  potential  off-site  projects.  MDT  will  follow  all 
regulatory  requirements  regarding  wetlands  and  other  404  resources. 
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spcci/ic  da  ailed  Weil  acid  Miiigaiion  Plan  providing  for  ade<iaa[e  replacement  of  loM 
wetland  funclions  and  values  be  prepared.  We  rcconimend  Ihat  The  Wciland  Mitigalion 
PI  a  n  con  Ca  in  a  siatenient  of  wetland  niit  igaii  on  goa  I  s.  a  moniloring  plan ,  long-  term 
managenieni/protecEion  objectives  and  a  commitmem  to  randuct  wetland  restoration 
additional  work,  if  required,  to  meet  the  goals  of  the  Plan.  This  Plan  will  need  to  be 
approved  by  the  appropriate  agencies  before  implemeniaiion  of  the  proposed  project.  We 
also  recommend  that  at  least  an  outline  or  summary  of  the  Weiland  Miiigatioj3  Plan  be 
included  in  [he  FSEIS  (perhaps  as  an  appendix). 

The  DSEIS  indicates  thai  road  maintenance  activities  such  as  cleaning  culverts  and 
ditches,  snow  and  tee  removal  including  plowing,  de-icing  and  sanding  in  the  winter, 
would  continue  (page  5-JOl).    Roadway  construction,  operaHoji,  and  maintenance  ca^i 
impact  sireams.  wedands  and  riparian  areas  from  rujioff,  dismption  of  drainage  patterns, 
stockpiling  of  materials  in  staging  areas,  maintenance  of  construction  and  maintenance 
equipment,  application  of  herbicides,  mowing,  and  snow  plowing  and  sanding  of  roads  or 
use  of  salt  and  deicers.  Snow  plowing  subsequem  to  sanding  nioves  sand  off  the  roatibed 
to  the  adjacent  ditch  line  and  fill  slopes,  filling  depressions  and  ditches  and  widening 
shoulders,  which  can  have  adverse  eUccis  upon  streams,  wetlands,  arid  riparian  areas. 
These  activities  have  the  potenEial  to  introdnce  sediment,  materials  and  chemicals  into 
streams.  The  impacts  of  maintenance  activities  are  more  a  matier  of  a  long-term  indirect 
and  cumulative  effects  than  any  one  incident. 

We  encourage  the  agencies  to  irain  road  maintenance  staff  regarding  procedures  that 
minimize  adverse  impacts  of  road  maintenance  activiiies  on  streams  and  wetlands 
(contact,  Montana  Local/Tribal  Technical  Assistance  Program  ai  Montsiria  State 
University.  Steven  J.  Jenkins.  P.E,  at  406994  5100  or  1-800-541-6670-    We  also 
encourage  use  of  BMPs  for  winter  maintenance  operations  such  as  using  mechanical 
brooms  to  pick  up  sand  after  thaws. 

Apparently  the  estimated  reductions  in  pOllUtaiivfe^JW^KSi^^^  actKHi      ' ' 
altemaiives  in  Table  5.9-1  (page  5^5&X  are  based  ot^  assumptions  that  treatment  of  all 
siorm water  runoff  would  occur  through  infiltration  in  biofiltration  swales  and  wet  ponds 
(page  5-57  to  5  61).  The  specific  nature  of  and  design  of  proposed  storm  water  runoff 

treatment  facilities  should  be  described  more  clearly  (diagrams  would  be  helpful). 

We  generally  recommend  that  sediment  traps  aiid  vegetative  filters  near  streams  and 
wetlands  be  used  to  capture  sediment  before  it  can  enter  streams  and  wetlands.  We  note 
that  infl  lira  lion  can  be  an  effective  way  to  remove  contaminants  from  storn^  water  runoff, 
however,  EPA  recommends  that  m nitration  areas  be  ir>spected  and  maintained  on  a 
regular  schedule,  and  we  note  that  sometimes  groundwater  monitoring  may  be  i^eeded  to 
assure  that  pollutant  levels  do  not  increase  in  ground  water 

The  DSEIS  is  correct  in  that  an  NPDES  Storm  water  Runoff  Penuit  will  like)  v  need  to  be 
obtained,  and  that  a  Storm  Water  Poifution  Prevention  Plan  (SWPPP)  will  be  needed  lo 
control  highway  runoff,  sedimentation  and  pollutant  loading,  ^s  weil  as  address  osher 
potential  impacts  lo  water  quality  (page  5  64).  We  apprecEatc  the  commitment  lo  prepare 
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Letter  169,  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
John  G.  Wardell,  Director,  Montana  Office  (continued) 

169-18. — Thank  you  for  your  comment.  MDT  will  continue  to  explore  and  use  the 
best  maintenance  practices  available. 

169-19. — Specifics  of  the  proposed  stormwater  treatment  facilities  are  not  yet 
available  at  this  stage  in  project  design,  but  will  be  finalized  as  part  of  the  final 
designs.  The  project  will  require  Section  401  and  NPDES  permits  and  must  comply 
with  the  CSKT  Water  Quality  Standards  and  Antidegradation  Policy  and  the 
Stormwater  Criteria  for  Highway  Runoff:  US  93  Evaro  to  Poison. 
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1 69-19  a  sxotm  Water  Polbiion  Prevention  P3an  (SWPPF)  and  u&e  appmpriylc  BMPs  during 

Co  n't      I  consiructioti  to  conirol  erosion  and  scditnenL  delivery  to  surface  waters, 

169-1 9a  Bicycle  and  Pedestrian  Use 

15.  We  appreciate  the  inclusion  of  widened  highway  shoulders  for  bicyclists  in  ihc  niral 
alternatives,  and  She  accommodanons  for  bicyclists  and  pedestrians  in  the  highway 
improvements  through  Ronan  (page  1-29). 

169-20    I !  id  irecL  Effects  and  Land  Use  .,      .  , 

16.  The  d  iscus  si  ou  of  potent  i  al  ind  i  rect  effect  s  of  proposed  improvements  to  U  S  93  ( pages  5- 
II  to  5-13)  acknowledges  that  highway  improvements  could  influence  the  rate  and 
pattern  of  land  use  development,  and  facilitate  the  conversion  of  existing  land  uses  lo 
highway  oriented  commercial  land  uses.  The  DSETS  also  stales  (hat  the  reduced  uavet 
time  promoted  by  highway  improvements  could  increase  the  potential  for  commuters  to 
commute  to  Missoula,  which  could  facilitate  conversion  of  land  to  residential  uses  in  the 
Mission  Valley,  but  also  states  ibat  such  effects  are  speculative.  The  DSElS  funhcr  states 
th.it  the  extent  of  such  land  xtsc  impacts  arc  limited ,  since  new  highway  accesses  will  be 
controlled,  the  rate  and  land  of  land  use  development  is  primarily  determined  by  local, 
regional  and  national  economic  conditions,  and  future  traffic  volujnes  with  the  project 
corridor  do  not  change  among  alternatives    Wliile  we  acknowledge  that  the  rate  and 
pattern  of  growth  and  land  use  chaaiges  are  influenced  by  many  factors  and  cannot  be 
predicted  with  great  reliabiUtyn  we  believe  transportation  is  a  key.factor,  and  that  the 
DSEIS  may  be  underestimating  the  extent  to  which  improvements  lb  US  93  may 
influence  the  rate  and  pattern  of  future  gro'Lvib  aiid  land  use  development. 

We  note  that  the  rate  of  land  use  development  in  the  Bittcnoot  Valley  has  increased  since 
the  improvements  to  US  93  south  of  Lolo  (which  have  facilitated  comrnuting  from  the 
BilleiToot  Valley  into  Missoula),  and  accelerated  development  and  its  associated  impacts 
We  would  anticipate  the  potential  foi  similar  effects  with  improvemCTUs  to  US  93  north 
of  Missoula ,  although  we  agree  that  indirect  land  use  modifying  effects  are  likely  to  be 
less  for  Rural  Alternative  10  than  they  would  be  foj:  Rural  Altematives  S  and  9. 

1 69-21  We  encourage  the  agencies,  CSKT  Tribe,  and  local  governments  to  consider  mitigation 

measures  for  induced  growth  and  related  effects  in  additional  to  access  controls  and 
context  sensitive  designs,  such  as  zoning  controls  and  land  use  planning,  transfer  of 
development  rights,  growth  management  regulation,  resource  management  and 
preservation  regulation^  land  acquisition  and  conservation  easements;  aiid  development 
fcc!^  and  exactions.  .       ■  -  ;        :■  .' 

1 69-2 la     f -«^ '^' iiocunen t al  J ust tee 

Executive  Order  12S9K,  "Federal  Actions  to  Address  Environmental  Justice  in  Minority 
Populations  and  Low-lncgme  Populations,"  requires  that  Federal  agencies  make 
environmental  justice  part  of  its  mission  by  identifying  ajid  addressing,  as  appropriate, 
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Letter  169,  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
John  G.  Wardell,  Director,  Montana  Office  (continued) 

169-19a.— See  Response  #3-1. 

169-20. — Since  the  Preferred  Alternative  Rural  3  for  the  rural  portion  of  the  project 
is  largely  a  two-lane  design,  it  is  not  anticipated  that  the  highway  improvement  will 
contribute  significantly  to  changes  in  land  use  or  will  overly  influence  the  rate  and 
pattern  of  future  growth  and  land  use  development.  It  should  be  noted  that  in  the 
Bitterroot  Valley  there  was  growth  before  the  improvement  of  the  road  and  that 
growth  is  continuing  despite  the  fact  that  the  improvements  to  that  road  are  still  not 
complete.  In  other  words,  the  growth  will  happen  (or  not  happen)  in  certain  areas 
despite  the  improvements  to  the  road.  It  is  not  reasonably  foreseeable  as  to  when  or 
where  that  growth  might  happen  given  all  the  intangibles  involved  in  population 
growth.  See  also  Response  #158-24. 

169-21. — Since  the  Preferred  Alternative  for  the  rural  portion  of  the  project  is 
largely  a  two-lane  design,  it  is  not  anticipated  there  will  be  significant  induced 
growth  from  the  proposed  project.  However,  several  of  these  measures  have  indeed 
been  discussed  as  possible  measures  for  dealing  with  any  induced  growth  brought 
about  by  this  project.  A  discussion  of  the  access  modification  plan  is  included  in 
Section  5.2.1.  Many  of  the  items  mentioned,  such  as  zoning,  land  use  planning,  and 
resource  management  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State  of  Montana,  Lake 
County,  and  the  City  of  Ronan  and  not  under  the  control  of  MDT  and  FHWA. 

169-2 la. — Comment  noted. 
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169-21  a 
Cont 


169-22 


169-23 


disproportionately  high  and  adverse  human  health  and  environ  menial  effecis  of  its 
programs,  policies,  and  aaivjiies  on  minority  populations  and  low- income  populations. 
The  Executive  Order  maltes  clear  thai  its  provisions  apply  fully  to  Native  Americans, 
We  are  pleased  that  none  of  the  alternatives  would  have  a  disproponionute  elfeet  on  the 
Native  American  population  of  the  Flathead  Indian  Reservation  or  low  income 
populations  (page  5-23).  and  that  residents  on  the  Reservation  would  benefit  from 
reduced  congestion  and  improved  safety  on  US  93  (page  5-24). 

AirQLialily  '^^    "  _^  ';'  _    ■  '   '  '  .        '     ""^-    /   •    ^     . ; / 

18,  We  are  pleased  that  the  DSEfS  indicates  that  exceedances  of  National  Ambient  Air 
Quality  Standards  (NAAQS)  are  not  anticipated,  and  that  constmction  related  impacts 
would  be  temporary  in  nature,  and  that  the  project  i^  not  expect  to  have  any  long-term 
impacts  on  air  quail ty  (page  5-41).    The  DSEIS  indicates  that  the  SWPPP  would  help 
control  dust  produced  by  construction,  and  that  a  traffic  control  plan  will  minimize 
prolonged  periods  of  vehicle  idling  during  construction  traffic  delays  (page  5-43).  We 
recommend  implementation  of  a  dust  moiutoting  and  suppression  program  during 
construction. 

Particular  attention  should  be  given  to  any  areas  along  the  con^idor  where  people  live  near 
(he  highway  (within  1000  feet)  or  where  schools,  hospitals,  or  elderly  cart  facilities  are 
near  the  facility.  Residents  and  sensitive  populations  may  be  adversely  impacted  now  or 

in  the  future  and  this  should  be  discussed  or  the  absence  of  these  conditions  should  be 
noted.  ,  ■..•,,.,•-,■ 

Weed  Management 

19.  We  are  pleased  that  the  DSEIS  discusse;^  noxious  weed  infestation  risks  and  control 
actions  (pages  4-98.  5-74,  5-100),  and  that  MDT  would  assess  the  corridor  prior  to 
construction  to  determine  weed  control  measures  and  work  with  the  Lake  County  Weed 
Management  Coordinator  to  develop  pre- construct  ion  weed  management  plans  and 
special  contract  provisions  to  control  the  spread  of  noxions  weeds  (pages  1-33,  5-74), 
EPA  supports  control  of  noxious  weeds,  which  are  a  great  ihreat  to  biodiversity,  and  can 
out -com  pete  native  pknis  and  produce  a  monoculture  that  has  little  or  no  plant  species 
diversity  or  benefit  to  wildlife.  Noxious  weeds  tend  to  gain  a  foothold  where  there  are 
ground  disturbances  such  as  construction.  We  support  minimization  of  tlisturbance  to 
existing  native  vegetation  and  rapid  revegctaiion  of  disturbed  areas  (lesecd  with  native 
grass  mix). 

We  recommend  thai  the  MDT  botanist  conduct  a  site  visit  and  prepare  a  site  ^specific 
revegetation  plan  thai  will  include  provisions  for  temporary  or  erosion  control  seed  mix 
duriitg  construction  as  well  as  provisions  for  post-construciion  revegetation  of  the 
disturbed  road  corridor.  Where  no  native,  rapid  cover  seed  source  exists,  we  recominend 
using  a  grass  mixture  that  does  not  incEtide  aggressive  grasses  i^uch  as  smooth  brome, 
thereby  allowing  native  species  to  eventually  prev^L 


Letter  169,  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
John  G.  Wardell,  Director,  Montana  Office  (continued) 

169-22. — Dust  monitoring  and  suppression  programs  are  routinely  implemented 
during  construction. 

The  following  text  was  added  to  the  Air  Quality  section  under  Additional  Mitigation 
Measures  Required:  "During  construction,  BMPs  to  reduce  the  generation  and 
dispersion  of  particulates  should  be  implemented.  A  variety  of  dust  suppression  and 
reduction  methods  is  available  and  would  be  applied  as  appropriate". 

169-23. — A  site-specific  revegetation  plan  is  typically  prepared  by  a  consultant. 
The  resultant  plan  is  reviewed  and  concurred  upon  by  MDT,  CSKT  and  FHWA. 
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169-24 


EPA  also  encourages  pnoistization  of  weed  coinrol  icchniques  ihat  focus  on  non- 
chemical  ircaimcnls  Hrst,  wiih  use  of  chemicals  (herbicides)  as  a  lasi  resort.  We  are 
pleased  that  herbicide  applications  would  be  by  licensed  applies  lots  and  in  accordance 
with  manufaciurers  recommendations  (page  5-74).  Jt  is  important  that  herbicides  be 
yppijcd  by  ccnifted  herbicide  applicators,  who  understand  water  contamination  concerns. 
Herbicide  drift  into  streams  and  wetlands  could  adversely  affect  aquatic  life  and  wetland 
functions  such  as  food  chain  support  and  habitat  for  wetland  species.  All  efforts  need  to 
be  made  to  avoid  movement  or  transport  of  herbicides  into  surface  waters  that  could 
adversely  affect  fisheries  or  other  water  uses  during  weed  control  treatmen[s  (i,c..  use 
mitigation  incajsure;;  avoid  herbicide  drift  to  streams  and  wetlands  during  treatments). 


'  J^tjf-''  . -   '  rt- ,""'.   :w  t*-^f     i- 1- ' |J,^ ^^'.-i-  :- ►    |li_ •.  ._ 
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Letter  169,  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
John  G.  Wardell,  Director,  Montana  Office  (continued) 

169-24. — Corridor  Weed  Management  Plans  have  been  developed  for  the  Evaro  - 
Poison  corridor.  The  same  will  be  done  for  the  Ninepipe  area.  In  addition,  the 
CSKT  have  a  Weed  Management  Plan  that  must  be  consulted  and  implemented 
where  appropriate  into  any  weed  management  plan  that  is  agreed  upon  by  the  three 
governments  for  the  Ronan/Ninepipe  project  area. 
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170-1 


170-2 


To:  Jean  Riley 

PjrojeciCNB744 

MDT  EnviionmentLi]  Services 


)PY  OCT  ^  6  2DI16 


ENViRONMEWTAL 
Dear  Jean  Riley  and  MDT; 

I  have  been  supporlivc,  in  faci  proud,  of  the  rectin  struct  ion  on  Highway  93  North. 
Whin  it  ci}n\e$  lo  incorporating  wildlife  conservaiioti  and  cultural  considerations  into  a 
niajor  transportation  plan,  Moiitana  is  one  of  the  inosi  (Progressive  in  the  counir>'.  I  have 
been  impressed  vi^itli  the  unique  planning  process  involving  the  Confedeiated  Salish  and 
Kootenai  Tribes  of  the  Flathead  Reservation,  MDT,  and  the  Federal  Mighways 
Administration  that  has  culminated  in  an  agreement  that  includes  adding  the  highest 
number  of  wildlife  crossings  in  a  54-inile  stretch  in  the  world 

However,  I  may  stray  from  my  support,  since  MDT  is  currently  straying  from  this 
commitment  to  conservation  and  to  its  Memorandum  of  Agreeinent  (MOA)  with  the 
tribes,  in  (he  four-mite  highway  stretch  near  Ninepipe  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  over 
1000  painted  turtles  and  over  600  mammals  ('including  three  grizzly  bears),  birds,  and 
other  reptiles  and  amphibians  have  beeti  hit  in  a  three- year  pt:sriod.  Rather  than  elevating 
the  higiiway  in  that  location  to  allow  safe  wildlife  movement  and  therefore  better 
enstjdng  human  safely,  MDT  has  decided  to  build  a  high-speed  passing  lane. 

Please  honor  MDT's  MOA  by  not  including  passing  lanes  in  the  Ninepipe  region. 
Though  it  costs  more  money,  1  strongly  support  an  elevated  highway  as  oLitlined  in 
alternative  7  of  MDT' s  newly  released  Draft  Stipplemenial  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.  The  elevated  highway  is  essential  to  protect  wildlife,  honor  the  MOA  vviih  the 
Salish  and  Kootenai  Tribes,  and  provide  increased  human  safety. 

If  MDT  elevates  the  hij^hway  and  does  not  include  passing  lanes  in  this  very 


Letter  170,  University  of  Montana,  Kylie  Paul 
170-1.— See  Responses  #17-2  and  49-2. 
170-2.— See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 
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170-2 
Con't 


itnportanl  aiea,  1  a  did  oiher  Monianrtns  tan  izo  back  lo  feeling  proud  about  aitd  suppon 
MDTiind  ii!f  ground -breaking  effbils  on  Highway  93  North. 
TJiajik  you  for  your  time. 


j/^.™6i|,^-<^w-^ 


Kylifi  Paul 
LfniversityofMoTilana 

Missoub,  MT 


Letter  170,  University  of  Montana,  Kylie  Paul  (continued) 
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171-1 


Jean  Riley  f  Project  CM  B744 
MDT  Environmental  Services 

2701  Prospect  Ave. 

PO  Box  201001 

Helena,  MT     59620-1001 


October  5,  2iJ06 


To  wbora  it  may  concern: 


RECEIVED 

OCT  I  0  JMfi 


I  would  Hke  to  i?ubmit  my  comments  on  the  Supplemental  Envirotimental  Impact 
Statement  and  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  of  the  US  Highway  93  TStinepipe/Roiian 
Improvement  Project. 

As  a  Ph.D,  student  in  Wildlife  Siology  at  the  University  of  Montana,  I  conducted  my 
dissertation  research  on  painted  turtles  in  the  Mission  Valley,  Montana.  I  have  encEosed 
my  report  prepared  for  and  funded  by  ihc  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  titled, 
Totential  effects  af  hjghwny  mortaJity  and  habitat  fragmentation  un  a  population  of 
painted  turtles  in  Montana^'.  My  study  occurred  in  the  ruml  area  of  the  Highv^Eiy  93 
Ninepipe/Ronan  Improvement  Project  and  is  therefore  extremely  pertinent  to  the 
improvement  project. 

Highlights  of  the  enclosed  report: 

*  Figure  of  turtle  road  mortality  loeations  (pg  16). 

•  Recommendations  (Pg37), 

•  Appendix  A.  Fencing  methods  and  efficacy  for  minimiijing  turtle  road  kill.  (Pg  A-1) 

*  Appendix  B.  Experiment  showing  turtles  abil]t>' to  climb.  (Pg  B-l) 

-  Appendix  C.  Road  mortality  data  for  all  species  of  road  kill  on  Highway  93 
from  Olson  Road  to  Beaverhead  Lane  (Pg  C-1)* 

Turtle  road  mDriatit>'  locations.  Page  16,  Figure  5  of  the  enclosed  report  shows  the 
location  ofEiirtlcs  killed  on  the  highway.  Tliere  are  3  major  areas  where  turtle  mortality 
tjccur.  These  areas  (the  2  kettle  ponds  and  south  of  the  scenic  turnout  at  Crow  Creek) 
need  to  have  wildlife  crossing  structures  to  maintain  connectivity  of  the  population.  ITie 
area  south  of  Ninepipe  refuge  and  north  of  Olson  Road  is  the  4    priority  area.  Dry  land 
culverts  should  be  included  here  to  allow  connection  in  the  southern  region  of  the  pothole 
wetland  ccosysiem. 


Letter  171,  University  of  Montana, 
Wildlife  Biology  Program,  Kathleen  Griffin 

171-1. — Bridges  at  the  ends  of  the  kettle  ponds  would  span  the  shoreline  of  the  pond 
at  these  locations  to  provide  both  wet  and  dry  passage.  Length  in  the  preliminary 
design  was  approximated  based  on  field  observations  of  low  and  high  water  levels. 
Bridges  at  the  kettle  ponds  would  be  designed  to  provide  crossing  for  turtles  at  these 
locations  at  all  water  levels. 
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171-1 
Con'l 


171-2 


171-3 


171-4 


171-5 


171-6 


Kettle  Funds,  The  preferred  option  of  crossing  siriiclurcs  for  the  kettle  ponds  includes 
bridges  and  culverts.  The  bridges  are  necessary^  tc  reconnect  the  water  connectivity 
between  the  ponJs    If  the  bridges  are  designed  to  be  a  wet  (i.e..  connect  water  to  water) 
connection  ihcy  will  be  used  by  lunles.   The  culverts  that  are  a  part  of  the  preferred 
option  don*t  appear  useful  as  turtle  crossing  slmctures.  The  water  level  in  the  ponds 
fluctuates  grcaliy  over  the  years  so  the  culverts  are  likely  to  be  either  subn\erged  orhigh- 
and-dry.    These  areas  will  also  need  lo  be  fenced  with  directional  fencing,  see  below. 

Culverts.  Although  turtles  will  go  through  fairly  small  culverts  (documented;  L^mx 
1 .8  m  dry  culverts  that  were  44  m  in  length  WITH  light  boxes),  it  is  questionable  whether 
a  turtle  wouJd  go  through  culverts  so  long  and  dark  as  are  proposed  in  the  SEIS    All  the 
wildlife  crossing  structures  in  the  SETS  are  much  longer  (83  -  216  m).  Painted  lurtles  are 
not  burrowing  animals  so  they  axe  not  accustomed  to  entering  dark  holes.  Therefore, 
crossing  structures  may  blOT  work  unless  there  is  some  Jight  penetration  (e,g,  much 
larger  diameter  or  Jighted). 

Crow  Cre*k  Crossing.  The  Crow  Creek  crossing  structures  vAW  not  help  the  turtles  that 
are  crossing  to  the  south  of  the  scenic  turnout.  Many  of  the  lurtles  killed  on  the  road 
south  of  Crow  Creek  came  from  ponds  greater  than  half  a  mite  to  ihe  east.  These  lurtks 
appear  to  be  making  seasonal  movements  to  the  large  pond  on  the  west  side  of  Highway 
93  at  Beaverhead  Lane.  This  pond  has  a  w  atcr  connection  to  Crow  Creek  so  water  levels 
are  more  consistent  than  other  ponds.  Dry  Tand  crossing  structures  should  be 
incorporated  here  (see  Pg  16).  The  structures  must  be  flat  bottomed  and  Jargc  enough  to 
facilitate  movement.  Only  having  crossing  structures  at  Crow  Creek  with  the  idea  of 
putting  in  directional  fencing  south  past  the  scenic  turnout  (i.e.,  for  half  a  mile  or  ^)  is 
not  likely  to  facilitate  turtle  movements.  It  is  unknown  how  long  turtles  will  follow 
fencing,  therefore,  more  frequent  dry  land  crossing  structures  with  less  fencing  is  more 
likely  to  facilitate  movements  across  the  highv^'ay^ 

Directional  or  wing  fencing    In  order  for  any  wijdiife  crossing  structure  /culvert  to  be 
effective  the  turtles  need  lo  be  directed  to  them  via  directional  or  wing  fencing. 
Appendix  A  discusses  types  of  fencing  that  has  been  used  around  the  w^orld.  The  fencing 
must  be  sj^ecific  for  turtles.  The  fencing  does  not  have  to  be  tall  but  the  mesh  has  to  be 
small  enough  to  keep  juvenile  turtles  from  crawling  through  and  the  fence  must  be 
designed  to  keeps  turtles  from  climbing.  Turtles  can  climb  fences  (Sec  Appendix  B  in 
enclosed  report). 

Construction.  The  kettle  ponds  are  important  ponds  because  of  their  depth  and  ability  to 
maintain  water  during  drought  conditions.  They  are  also  importa]it  for  overwinter 
hibernation  and  nesting  along  the  edges.  The  timing  of  construction  in  ihe  kettle  ponds 
should  be  limited  to  the  end  of  summer  and  fall.  See  Recommendation  #  3  and  4  (Pg  3S), 


K,  Grififln 


Letter  171,  University  of  Montana, 

Wildlife  Biology  Program,  Kathleen  Griffin  (continued) 

171-2. — Bridges  at  the  ends  of  the  kettle  ponds  would  span  the  shorelines  of  the 
kettle  ponds  to  provide  both  wet  and  dry  passage  for  terrestrial  and  aquatic  species  at 
these  locations,  including  turtles.  The  length  of  the  bridges  at  the  kettle  ponds  in  the 
preliminary  design  was  approximated  based  on  field  observations  of  low  and  high 
water  levels.  During  final  design  the  length  will  be  more  accurately  determined  to 
provide  crossing  for  turtles  at  these  locations  at  all  water  levels. 

171-3. — In  addition  to  the  5  larger  crossing  structures,  12  smaller  structures  are 
proposed  at  locations  to  be  determined  during  the  final  design.  Culverts  proposed  in 
the  SEIS  range  in  size  from  1.2  X  1.8  meters  to  4  X  5.7  meters.  The  SEIS  states  that 
these  may  be  sized  larger  or  smaller  to  balance  the  limitations  of  the  road  design 
with  wildlife  needs.  Location  and  size  of  the  culverts  will  be  determined  using  local 
knowledge  and  the  best  available  science.  Your  comments  and  research  will  be 
considered  during  final  design  in  sizing  culverts  that  provide  turtle  crossing 

171-4. — In  addition  to  the  5  larger  crossing  structures,  12  smaller  structures  are 
proposed  at  locations  to  be  determined  during  the  final  design.  Location  and  size  of 
the  culverts  will  be  determined  using  local  knowledge  and  the  best  available  science. 
Your  research  will  be  taken  into  consideration  in  the  placement  of  these  structures. 

171-5.— See  Response  #52-11. 

The  placement  and  type  of  fencing  in  the  Ninepipe  segment  of  the  project  would  be 
determined  by  wildlife  biologists  and  habitat  managers  using  the  best  available 
science,  and  will  be  subject  to  agreement  by  MDT,  FHWA,  and  CSKT.  Your 
comments  and  research  will  be  considered  in  wildlife  fencing  decisions. 

171-6. — Your  comment  has  been  noted. 
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171-7 


171^6 


Bird  Mortalities.  The  area  around  Ninepipe  Reservoir  is  also  important  for  wildlife 
crossings  other  than  turtles.  The  majority  of  the  bind  road  kill  encountered  during  our 
sur^'oys  occurred  in  this  location  (see  Figure  C-l,  on  Pg  C-3,  Note;  road  locations  tie 
back  to  Figure  5  on  Pg  16).  The  crossing  structures  in  the  preferred  option  will  do  little 
to  mitigate  these  types  of  road  mortalities.  The  preferred  road  alternative  includes 
passing  ianes  in  this  area,  ioereaj^ed  width  of  the  road  and  higher  trafTic  speeds  Is  likely 
to  e.'i acerbate  the  problem  of  bird  mortal iiies  in  the  area. 

Turtles  are  a  high  profile  issue  on  diis  project  as  the  issue  has  come  up  al  every  public 
meeting  since  the  inception  of  this  project.  This  section  of  highway  is  listed  as  the  3"^ 
most  deadly  stretch  of  highway  for  turtles  TN  THE  WORLD  (based  on  road  mojtality 
surveys)  by  a  researcher  in  FL  (h  Ltp://^^ww,  lake  jack  soniurlles  .org/tQp5  Mm) .  I  strongly 
urge  the  Department  of  Transportation  to  take  the  initiative  to  make  this  an  exemplary 
project  by  taking  ftiUy  into  account  the  needs  of  wildlife  in  this  area.  If  you  have  any 
questions  or  concerns  please  feel  free  to  contact  me. 

Respectfully, 


KathJeen  Griffin 
Wildlife  Biology  Program 
University  of  Montana 
Missoula^  MT  59812 
(406)  544  9937  cell 


K.  Grifnn 


Letter  171,  University  of  Montana, 

Wildlife  Biology  Program,  Kathleen  Griffin  (continued) 

171-7. — The  Preferred  Alternative  chosen  for  the  final  SEIS  no  longer  includes  a 
southbound  passing  lane  in  the  Ninepipe  Reservoir  area.  Speed  limits  in  this  section 
of  road  will  not  be  increased  as  a  part  of  this  project.  As  the  road  width  and  speeds 
will  not  increase  significantly  in  this  location  under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  they 
are  not  expected  to  contribute  to  increasing  bird  mortalities  in  the  area. 

171-8. — Your  comment  has  been  noted. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Highways  and  other  road  systems  cpn  present  problems  to  wildlife  popubiions  though 
direct  mortaliiy  and  sjidirectly  b>'  reducing  land  scape  connectivity  by  creating  sEgnificant  barriers 
to  movemcnL  These  impacts  can  lead  lo  fragntuntcd  populations,  a5t£ra[ion  of  animal  behavior, 
bwered  populaiion  sizes  and,  thus,  lowered  populatJort  viability  for  some  species  (Rucdiyer 
\99(i,  Trombulek  and  Frissell  2000),  Both  wildlife  managers  and  government  agencies 
responsible  for  iransportation  have  expressed  concern  over  wildlife-highway  interactions.  Much 
anention  haibten  paid  to  hlghway-wUdlife  interactions  during  the  past  decade  via  International 
conferences  on  ecology  and  transportation  (Evink  et  al.  1996.  1999.  ICOET  20O3,  lODSj.  The 
degree  to  which  roads  affect  wildlife  depends  on  many  factors  including  road  densities,  road 
widths,  trafHc  volumes^  and  the  physical  ability  and  behavior  of  each  species. 

Sheer  numbers  of  individuals  killed  on  the  road  can  affect  local  population  sise  which,  in 
turn,  can  impact  (he  regional  population  size  and.  ylijmately  the  long-term  population  persistence 
(Figure  1).  Direct  road  mortality  is  expected  to  tiave  negatEvc  impacts  on  turtle  population 
dynamics  because  of  their  life  history  traits.  Most  turtle  species  have  low  recruitment  rates, 
delayed  sexual  maiuritjs  and  lov^  natural  adult  mortalitj.  Tliis  combination  of  trails  makes  turtle 
populations  susceptible  to  declines  and  possibly  ottirpations  when  road  mortality  or  other 
anthropogenic  causes  increase  adult  mortalit>\  Low  recniitmenl  rates  of  juveniles  result  In  very 
slow  recovery  from  increased  adult  mortality  (Gibbons  1987,  BttwJb  el  al.  1991,  Congdon  el  al. 
1994,  Heppell  199S).  Sustained  levels  of  unusually  high  adult  mortality  have  lons-temi 
consequences  in  that  populations  may  never  be  able  to  recover. 


Regbon&l  effects 
(Pup  Illation) 


Individual  cfl^Kils 


Road  vi'ith  Traffic 


Figure  1 ,  Road  system  effects  on  animals  at  various  levels  from  indJvidu«U  to  popul^ion^. 
(Adapted  from  Fornian  et  al  2003). 


Direct  road  mortality  has  the  potential  to  not  only  directly  affect  turtle  populations 
through  sheer  nu  mbers  o  f  deaths  but  also  may  affect  tl\e  population  structure  by 
dispr^jportionalely  affecting  subgroups  within  the  populations.  For  example,  more  females  than 
males  may  be  killed,  skewing  the  sex  ratio;  aliemativeiy.  more  juveniles  than  adults  could  be 
killed,  skewing  the  ag*  stnicftire.  Both  diese  chajiges  to  popuJatloo  structure  can  have  long-term 
consequences  on  regiortal  population  persistence.  Females  may  be  more  susceptible  to  road 
mortality  due  to  nesting  forays  which  tnakc  them  more  likely  to  encounter  roads  (I  laxton  ZOOO, 
Steen  and  Gibbs  2004.  Aresco  2005a),  Steen  and  Gibbs  (2004)  suggested  that  the  number  of 
females  killed  on  roads  in  high  road  density  areas  significantly  altered  turtle  sex  ratios  favoring 
males.  Gibbs  atid  Sicen  (2005)  suggested  that  a  long-term  trend  towards  maleses  bias  in  turtle 
populations  across  the  U.S.  over  the  last  century  is  most  consistent  with  a  hypothesis  of 
increased  road  mortality  of  females,  Aresco  (2005a)  suggested  male  biased  sex  ratios  in  FEortdiJ 
are  caused  by  females  being  disproportionately  killed  on  roads.  These  studies  attempted  to 
address  the  relationship  of  roads  to  population  dynamics,  diough  they  did  not  include  empirical 
road  mortality  data.  Prior  to  these  more  recent  studies,  only  a  few  studies  have  examined  the 
efFcci&  of  roads  on  amphibians  and  reptiles  tBoarman  and  Sazaki  1996,  Fowie  1996a,  Rudolf  et 
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aL  199S,  Means  1999)  and  npnc  have  been  able  to  document  the  effects  of  nuartality  on 
population  dynamics. 

Human  orcaled  barriers  such  as  roads  can  fragmtnt  wildlife  populalionS-  This 
frsgnicntation  -  the  reduction  and  isolation  of  patches  of  natura!  habital  -  is  a  major  tfineat  to 
species  conservation  (Gilpin  and  Soule  19K6.  Morrison  et  aL  1592,  Fahrig  and  Meuiam  1994, 
Harrison  J  994).  Barriers  reduce  the  amount  of  movemcnl  on  the  Jandscape  by  direct  morifllily 
and  avoidance  which  JHgments  Uie  population  by  creating  smaller,  more  isolatied  local 
populations  thai  are  at  grealcr  risk  of  extinction  from  catastrophes,  demographic  stochasticity^ 
ond  genetic  deterioration  (Morrison  et  aL  1992)  {Figure  I). 

One  of  the  major  consequences  of  fragmentation  caused  by  roads  is  the  change  in 
landscape  connectivity  among  remnant  habitat  patche$  (Moirison  et  al  1 993,  Fahrig  and 
Merriam  1 994,  MilEs  tt  al.  2003).  Landscape  conncctivill'  is  important  for  2  main  reasons.  First, 
many  anim&ls  regularly  move  across  the  landscape  lo  obtain  their  daily  or  life  time  needs. 
Second,  landscape  connectivity  allows  for  movements  to  recolonjzc  (or  rcpopulatc)  areas  that 
have  undergone  population  declines  or  extinctions.  In  the  case  of  turties,  many  make  regular 
seasonal  movements  for  reproduction  (nesting  or  mate  !>eeking),  locating  hibernation  sites, 
and/or  to  depart  from  unsuitable  habitat,  such  as  when  ponds  begin  to  dry  up  and  rcpopulate 
ponds  when  water  returns  (Gibbons  1990).  Ultimately,  reduced  connectivity  results  in  lower 
regional  population  sizes  and  iower  long-term  pcr^iatcncc  (Figure  1). 

Movement  between  habitat  patches  creates  connectivity  across  the  landscape  and  is  thfi 
process  that  allows  local  populations  to  be  interconnected  into  a  functional  demographic  unit  on 
a  regional  scale  (Merriam  19B4>.  Semt-aquatic  pond  turtles,  such  as  painted  turtles,  are 
especially  vulnerable  to  barriers  to  movement  and  fragmentation  beoauso,  although  these  turtles 
use  terrestrial  landscapes  for  nesting  and  seasonal  movements,  they  have  limited  abilities  lo 
move  effectively  across  the  landscape  (Mitchell  and  Siemens  2000). 

This  research  was  designed  to  examine  the  potential  effects  of  human-caused 
fragmentation  on  a  population  of  western  painted  turtles  (Chrysemys  picfa  bciiii)  in  northwest 
Montana.  Altbougb  tiiis  pothole  region  has  a  high  Lcs'cl  of  natural  fragmentationi  fragmentation 
due  to  anthropogenic  factors  is  likely  to  increase  given  anticipated  growth  in  development  and 
traHlc  volumes  (FH  WA  and  UDT  2000).  Currerttly,  an  1 S  km  section  of  roadway  in  Una 
Nincpipe/Ronan  section  of  the  existing  U.S.  Highway  93  is  proposed  for  impfovemenis  (JHWA 


et  al.  2005).  The  highway  prujcct  may  increase  the  width  of  the  highvt'ay  which  could  exacerbate 
the  current  issue  of  turtle  mortality  along  roads  in  this  area.  However,  planned  mitigation 
measures  (e.g.,  wildlife  crossing  struciurcs^culvcrts)  could  positively  affect  the  popuIatEon  in 
terms  uf  both  reduced  road  niortaht>'  and  maintaiiung  landscape  connectivity. 

Objectives  •-  •     i   :.  -  • 

The  primar>  goal  of  this  rescamh  was  to  build  on  existing  knowledge  of  the  painted  turtle, 
its  demography,  and  patterns  of  movement  to  gain  a  landscape-level  understanding  of 
conncctivitj'  and  the  potential  efTects  of  a  highway  on  the  population.  Two  main  studies  were 
conducted,  1)  a  Capturc-Mark-Rccapture  (CMR)  study,  and  2)  a  road  mortality  study.  More 
spec  i  Heal  ly.  there  were  5  objectives: 

1 .  To  determine  the  demographic  rates  of  survival  in  and  movements  between  ponds; 

2.  lo  determine  the  extent  to  which  the  highway  acts  as  a  barrier  to  movements; 

3.  To  eitamine  the  potential  affects  of  road  nnortality  on  the  population;  '     ' 

4.  To  compaie  avai  lable  fencing  methods  used  in  herpetofauna  h  ighw  ay  i  nteract  ion  projects 
and  assess  th^ir  effectivenfiss  at  minimizing  turtle  road  kill  as  well  as  directing  turtles  to 
wildlife  crossing  stnictures  (Appendix  A); 

5.  To  lest  flashing  materia!  as  a  barricade  on  fences  to  keep  hirtles  from  breaching  harriers 
or  directional  fencing  (Appendix  B). 
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METHODS 
Study  An^a 
Study  Area 

The  ,fludy  area  is  located  In  the  MissicHi  VaMcy  of  north  westfim  Montana  (47'  27'  M  J  M' 
04'  W)  at  an  elevation  of  about  940  m.  Hisfcirjqally.  the  Mission  Valley  was  Palouse  prairie  bui 
over  tfme  it  has  been  extensive])  modified  by  agricultinre  and  dcvclopmenl,  The  study  siic  is  an 
area  of  high-dcnsSty  wctJands  with  over  2,000  (KmraancTJi  and  ephemeral  wetlands  in  an  area  of 
approximately  78  W  (Fowie  ]  996b),  The  wetlands  arc  primarify  palustrlne  cmcrsenl  basins 
With  various  water  regimes  ranging  from  permanent  to  seasonaUy  flooded  (Cowardfn  tt  al, 
!  979).  The  perniatienL  ponds  are  characterized  by  very  little  emergent  vegetation  although  some 
cattails  (Typha  spp),  rushes  (Juncus  sppO.  and  duckweed  (Leturui  spp.)  occur  along  the  edges  of 
some  ponds,  Submergcnt  vegetation  iri  die  pemiDnenl  ponds  is  sparse  and  consists  mostly  of 
milfoil  {AfyriopfiyUum  spp.).  The  ponds  are  suuoLinded  by  grasslands,  some  of  which  u-erc 
heavily  grazed  until  2QQ].  Currently,  dtt  grasslands  art  ungrazed  and  dominated  by  westfim 
wheatgrass  {A^of/yron  smithii),  Kentucky  bluegrass  {Pita  pratQn.m\  fescue  {Festuca  s^^.)  and 
invasEvc  species  such  as  spotted  knapweed  {Cmtatires  macuiosa\  erect  cinquefoti  {PotentiUa 
recia),  whitctop  {Cardarh  draha),  mustard  {Srassica  sgpp,),  and  tluslle  (CiM/am  sppj  (Anderson 
2003). 

Many  land  ownsrsHips  cover  this  pothole  region  including  fedei^l  (Waterfowl  Produclton 
Areas),  Tribal  CNinepipc?4attonal  Wild  fife  Refuge  and  trust  lands  of  the  Confederited  Salish  and 
Kootenai  Tribes),  state  (Ninepipe  Wildlife  Management  Area),  and  private  lands.  The  Montana 
Department  of  Transportation  has  managemeni  responsibility  for  the  right-of-way  along 
Highway  93. 

Study  5[tcs 

Two  different  areas  were  used  for  the  2  different  studies:  road  mortality  surveys  and  the 
Capture-Mark-Retapture  (CMR)  study.  The  road  mortality  s\ij\ey  area  consisted  of  a  6.4  km 
section  of  Highway  93  from  Olson  Road,  north  to  Beaverhead  Lane-  Mollman  Pass  Trail  Road 
fiom  Highway  95  east  2.4  km;  and  Duck  Road  from  Highway  93  west  L6  km  (Figure  2). 


~^^^^^^^^^j^^^^^^^7irT^^^^^^^^^ 


':&?':£ 


Figure  2.  Aerial  view  map  of  study  area.  Rt>ad  Mortality  survey  area  along  Highway  93  is  from 
Olson  Road  to  Beaverhead  Lane  {dots  indicate  survey  road  markers).  Capture-mark-recapture 
survey  area  is  indicated  by  pond  complex  circles  (labeled  A  through  E), 


It    o:\proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native  files\00-0 1432-002  apxj  comment  letters  7.doc 


J-244 


US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Finai  SEIS 


Appendix  J — Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  tine  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


Letter  171,  University  of  Montana, 

Wildlife  Biology  Program,  Kathleen  Griffin  (continued) 


The  CMR  siudy  site  consisted  of  5  pond  complcntcE  adjaccnl  to  Highway  95  between 
HEghway  212  and  Keavtrlicad  Lane  (Figure  2).  A  pond  complex  was  identified  as  a  300  m         ,. 
radius  circle  Centered  qn  a  pertnancnt  pond.  All  wetlands  that  held  water  wiihin  the  circle  were 

surveyed  during  the  trapping  sessions  (described  below).  The  5  petTnancnt  ponds  at  the  center  of 
the  complexes  fire  Lmportant  overvrinterinfi  poniJs  fot  tiinles.  ^  ^  .   ;f  lii^r         n  i; 


':  .-,1      w' ■»!,'.•     h     • 


Field  Methflds  -      ",  •     n '  '  ' 

Road  jVlortality  Surveys 

Roads  within  the  study  area  were  walked  approximately  once  a  week  from  mid-May 
through  late  August,  2003-20D5.  In  2002.  suncys  were  conducted  bGtwcen  mid-July  and  mid- 
September.  In  30.03  and  2004^  surveys  began  in  mid-May  and  continued  through  mid-Sepietmber 
wjtli  ]  final  survey  Uie  first  week  of  October.  Crews  walked  each  side  of  the  roadways 
simultaneously  and  documented  road-killed  turtles  as  well  as  all  other  dead  vertebrates. 

Anintal  locations  were  referenced  to  approximatjcly  cvedy  spaced  1 1  ^  ni)  numbered 
nefleetof  posts  along  the  highway  and  numbered  telephone  potes  along  the  secondary  roads. 
Although  this  report  focuses  on  road  morality  of  turtles,  road  mortality  count$  and  road  locations 
for  al[  vertebrate  species  encountered  during  surveys  were  summarized  (Appendix  C).  De^ 
turtle  locations  were  estimated  to  the  nearest  marker  or  the  nearest  mid- way  point  between 
markers  (e.g.,  approximaccly  to  the  nearest  45  m).  All  turtle  mortalities  were  ejtamined  In  an 
attempt  to  identily  marked  tuftks  and  to  determine  sex  and  age  class  <when  possible). 

All  road  mortality  counts  are  considered  minimum  counts  because  there  is  no  information 
on  the  probability'  of  recovery  of  road  killed  individuals.  For  example » some  turtle  carcasses  may 
have  been  removed  from  the  highway  by  scavengers  or  thrown  off  the  survey  strip  by  large 
vehicles.  Road  kills  were  recovered  as  quickly  as  possible  to  minimize  the  loss  of  uncounted 
individuals. 

Traffic  volume  on  Highway  93,  Mollman  Pass  Trail  Road,  and  Duck  Road  were  counted 
using  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT)  traffic  counters.  Traffic  volumes  were 
nieasured  ai  vaTfoms  tilties  throughotit  the  summer.  .^      '         '  "       ^    '  *      '^ 


Capture  -  Mark  ^  Recapture  Study 
Capivring  Qt^d  Marking  Tunics 

Painied  turtles  were  captured  using  seine  nets,  basking  traps,  and  dip  nets  to  minimize  the 
potential  for  sampling  bias  by  sex  or  %e  class  (Ream  and  Ream  1966,  Gibt^ons  1990,  Koper  & 
Brooks  1 998).  The  following  measurements  were  taken  the  first  time  a  turtle  was  captured  each 
year:  plastron  length  and  widtli,  straight  carapace  length  and  widths  body  height,  and  weight    On 
subsequent  recaptures  within  a  year,  only  turtle  idcntificaiion,  locationn  and  sex  were  recorded. 
Gender  was  dctenmined  by  examining  secondary  sexual  characteristics  and  age  by  using  an 
annu  li  aging  tcchn  iquc  for  turt  les  about  4  -  5  years  old  (Graham  1 979),  Rcl  iabi  I  ity  of  thi  s 
fftethod  decreases  with  age  due  to  shedding  of  the  scutes  (Sexton  \9S%  Wilbur  1975);  therefore^ 
turtles  are  grouped  into  stage  classes  (see  below). 

Size  is  more  important  in  determining  maturity  in  turtles  than  age  (Ernst  et  al,  1994). 
Seventy-nine  mm  was  the  sntallcst  plastron  length  (PL)  where  male  secondary  sexual 
characteristics  (elongated  foreclaws  and  elongated  preanal  region  of  the  tail,  [FrazcretaL  1995]) 
were  observed.  By  105  mm  PL  virtually  all  males  exhibited  secondary  sexual  characteristjcs. 
Stage  classes  were  broken  into  2  caiegories:  juveniles  and  adults.  Juveniles  were  turtles  with  a 
PL  <  1 04  mm  (<  oppreximately  4  years  old)  and  sex  is  considered  unknown;  however,  this      .... 
category  does  include  some  male  turtles  that  exhibited  secondary  sexual  characteristics.  Sex    . 
determination  for  most  turtles  in  this  size  category  cannot  be  determined;  dierefore  sex  is 
considered  unknown  in  the  analysis.  Males  that  exhibited  secondary  sexual  characteristics  made 
up  less  than  I  .S%  of  the  turtles  in  this  category.  Adults  were  considered  sexually  mature 
individuals  with  a  PL  >  105  mm  (greater  than  4  years  old),  Any  individual  that  was  at  least  105 
mm  PL  and  not  showing  signs  of  secondary'  sexual  characteristics  was  considered  fenftale 
(Mitchell  1 98 5).  Based  on  subsequent  recaptures,  all  mate  turtles  exhibited  secondary  sexual 
characteristics  by  1 05  mm  PL, 

Each  turtle  was  individually  marked  by  drilling  die  margins  of  the  carapace  (Cagic  1 939) 
as  well  as  injected  with  a  Biomarlc^^'  passive  integrated  ininspondcr{PlT)  tag  [Buhlmann  and 
Tuherville  1 99S).  Each  PIT  tag  had  a  unique  1 0  digit  alpha-numeric  code  that  was  activated  by  a 
hand-held  recorder,  allowing  recaptured  turtles  id  be  quickly  identified  with  little  to  no  error. 
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Turtici  smaller  than  50  mm  PL  (aboui  i{i  grams)  did  not  receive  B  PIT  tag  because  of  (heir  &\2c. 
Hatchlings  and  some  juveniles  were  noictied  using  nail  clippers  rather  ihan  drillinB  because  some 

of  ibE^e  shells  were  riD-t  yet  fiihy  calcified. 

Pond  Memurements^ 

Pond  depth  was  measured  during  eadi  trapping  session  using  s  graduated  pole.  - 
Measurements  were  laken  in  the  center  of  small^  uniform iy-sNaped  ponds,  in  larger,  irreguEar 

shaped  poiidsH  3  depth  ni£asuremenL£  were  laken  across  the  pond  and  averaged,  Pond  volume 
was  calculated  using  pond  dcpih  from  measurements  taken  in  the  field  and  pond  circumfercnte, 
detemiined  from  Geographic  Information  System  (GIS)  data  !ayers  at  a  high-water  period  (April 
2001);  therefore,  calculated  volumes  represent  a  relative  measure  of  voJume  based  on  the  high 
watermark.  '  .'   H-.- -  ';  \  ^^ ?^   Hiw*Jiv»-:ft--.4r~-%  ^      .  4  tsH      ♦^^t  ^      t 

'  .'-'  '     ',  *.  V    ,.^*J  ^f^-''   ii^li>i-.'     ."►-  r    -.«     x.*-,"    1  ■  "  if  ■-,„''-;  t-y^-jr 

Sampling  Sessions  *'"•''  ^'i»^^'  i-AnJW  ;Vi<H^>«i•:^J^,  f.,ft»  - .  -  *  •  -  v  ,  -  -.  o  /-i  :     • ..  1 5w->  ■•^.■ 

Following  the  Muhistatc  Robust  Design  capture-recapture  model  (described  bebw),  there 
were  7  primary'  periods  (trapping  sessions)  between  2002  and  2004.  In  2002,  only  the  fall 
trapping  session  (August  13-24)  was  conducted.  Tn  2003  and  2004,  there  were  3  primary  periods 
a  year:  spri^ng  <May  2 1  -June  1 ),  summer  (July  2-  ]  3)  and  fall  [August  1 3-24).  Prima^  periods 
lasted  12-13  days  during  which  all  ponds  in  all  complexes  were  sampled  between  2  and  4  times 
(secondary  perbds).  In  spring,  ponds  were  generally  only  sampled  twice  because  of  the  krige  . 
number  of  temporary  ponds  within  the  compleKes  due  to  spring  rains  and  snow  meh.  By  ., . 

summer  and  fall  trapping  sessions,  virtually  all  temporary  ponds  dried  up,  consequently  all 
remaining  ponds  were  sampled  4  times.  The  spring  session  was  timed  to  capture  lurtlcs  before 
they  moved  out  of  tbeEr  overwinter  ponds.  The  fall  session  was  timed  to  occur  when  presumably 
turtles  had  moved  bac-k  to  overwinter  ponds.  '  ""    '    - 


Anahr'ticjtl  Methods 

An  information-theoretic  appmoch  (Bumham  and  Anderson  19^8)  was  used  to 
simultar>eously  evaluate  relative  support  of  multiple  models  describing  relationships  between 
survival  and  movement  and  variables  of  inlcrcst.  A  priori  modeb  were  dcvebpcd  lo  address 
bcologicai  questions  regarding  survival  and  moi'ement  and  were  implemented  in  Program 
MARK  Version  4.3  (White  and  Bumham  1999,  Coach  and  White  2002). 

A  Multi state  Robust  design  module  within  Program  MARK  was  used  to  generate  point 
estimates  of  survival  (S),  movement  probabilities  (Psi),  arid  capture  probabilities  (p)  Hnd  their 
precision  to  evaluate  relative  support  for  candidate  models  given  observed  data.  Program 
MARK  uses  generalised  linear  models  to  generate  maximum  likelihood  estimates  of  regression 
coeflicients  and  their  associated  sampling  variances  and  covariances. 

The  Multistate  Robust  design  combines  a  Pollock's  Robust  desigji  and  Muhi state  designs 
{Amason  1973.  Pollock  1982.  Kestbcck  et  al.  I9?l,  Brownie  and  Robson  1993,  Nichols  etal. 
2000,  Wiltiams  et  aL  20O2).  Pollock's  Robust  Design  (Pollock  19S2)  requires  sampEJng  at  2 
temporal  scaics.  Primary  periods  arc  those  between  which  The  population  is  considered  open 
(allows  births,  deaths,  fiTld  movements)^  PopulatJflJis  are  assumed  to  be  closed  during  the 
secondary  periods,  within  primary  periods.  The  Robust  Design  models  also  allow  for  modeling 
temporary  emigmtion  which  increases  the  precision  on  the  surv'ival  parameter  (Kendall  and 
Nichols  J 995,  Kendall  et  ah  1 995.  Kendal i  et  ai.  1997).  Apparent  survival  rates  estimate  the 
product  of  su  rv  i va  E  and  fide  lity  to  the  study  area  (f e. ,  that  the  indi  v  idual  stayed  on  the  study 
area).  There  are  2  situations  in  which  an  individual  may  be  off  the  study  site;  i )  temporary 
emigration  and  2)  permanent  emigration.  Emigration  lowers  the  true  survival  rate  but  can  not  be 
separated  out  from  mortality;  henee^  apparent  survival  is  estimated.  The  Robust  Design  (which 
is  able  to  esElnmte  temporary  emigiaiion)  allows  for  an  apparent  survival  rate  that  is  closer  to  the 
true  sur\jvat  because  an  individual  only  temporarily  olTthe  study  site  i$aceounled  for  and 
therefore  not  counted  as  a  mortality. 

Multisiaie  Designs  (Amason  1^73,  Hestbcck  et  aL  19<JI,  Brownie  and  Robson  1993) 
require  sampEingat  multiple  locations  during  each  sampling  period  and  allows  for  movements 
between  locations.  In  this  study,  the  locations  are  die  5  pond  complexes  (Ponds  A  -  E;  Figure  2), 
The  multistate  models  allowed  examination  of  the  amount  of  movement  occurring  between  pond 
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complexes  and  whether  the  movement  was  afTuted  by  variables  of  interest  such  as  the  presence 
of  an  Inlervening  roadr 

Only  1  juvenile  turtle  mroved  between  pond  complexes^  therefore,  the  analysis  was 
restrcetcd  id  adults.  A[]  adults  were  considered  mature;  all  mates  had  developed  secandary 
5CKua3  charaeterisiics  by  105  mm  PL  and  Mitthell  (1985)  found  all  females  greater  than  105  mm 
PL  were  mature. 

Model  gels^i^ 

H^'potheses  were  evaluated  using  model  selection  based  oil  Akaike^s  [nfomnation  Criteria 
(AlC)  (Akaike  1 973)  specifically.  AlC^  ivas  used  which  ii^cludes  s  small  sample-size^  second^ 
crder  bias  adjustment  and  is  recommended  when  the  number  of  estimated  parameters  is  large 
relative  10  the  sample  size  (Bumham  and  Anderson  1998).  Models  within  2  AIC  values  of  the 
best  approximatjng  model  were  considered  in  the  discussion  (Bumham  and  Anderson  199S). 
Mode!  selection  uncertainty  in  llie  parameter  estimates  was  incotpoiated  by  model  averaBing- 

Goodness  of  ^^"■-•'-  '  '^'"-'  -'  -    ■' *'- =^^^=  ■^•-■- -■■-^■■^'*    ^ti-.4^^.;     v^v  .^ 

Goodnes5-of-fit  (GOF)  is  a  dia^ostic  procedure  for  testing  tht  assumptions  tanderlying 
the  models.  The  assumptions  for  this  model  include  those  for  the  respective  closed  (Seber  1982, 
Pollock  el  al.  1990)  and  the  open  models-  When  there  is  a  lack  of  fit  or  ovcndispcrsion  in  the 
data,  this  refiecls  either  s  lack  of  independence  or  heterogeneity  among  individuals  (Pollock  et 
al.  1 990).  The  overdisperston  factor  (t)  was  estimated  from  the  Pcarscn  goodncss-of-fit  (GOF) 
eht-square  Statistic  of  ihe  most  general  model  and  its  degrees  of  freedom  (t=y'Mfj  (Lebrelon  ct 
al.  1992)  using  MSSRVRD  (Muki -stratum  Survival  and  Robust  Design;  avajJablc  on-line  at 
\™w.mbr-p\vrc.usgs.gov/sofiware.hlml).  Individual  covariates  cannot  be  included  in  the 
MSSRVRD  program;  therefore^  t  was  estimated  using  the  most  highly  parameterized  model 
possible  without  including  eovariatcs.  When  overdisperston  was  detected  (i.e.,  ^  >1 ).  the  quasi- 
likeiihood  AIC  (QAIC)  was  used  which  innateslhe  sampling  variance  by  multiplying  those 
values  by  fi  (Buniham  and  Anderson  1 99S).      "'"*   ''      "    "^  '    '•  "^^^ 


Population  Level  ElTccts 

Data  from  both  the  road  mortality  and  the  CMK  sur^'e)-?  w^re  needed  to  detennine  the 
percentage  of  the  regional  turtle  population  killed  on  the  roads.  Both  the  upper  and  lower 
boundaries  of  the  percentage  of  the  population  affected  by  road  mortality  were  estimated  to 
incorporate  the  Linccrtairtj'  in  both  the  abundance  and  road  mortality  estimates.  For  the  lower 
boundary,  the  population  abundance  was  estimated  via  modeling  which  only  included  adult 
turtles  within  the  pond  complexes  and  the  road  mortality  estimate  used  only  aduU  mortalities 
known  to  be  marked  from  within  the  CUK  study  area  (from  Highway  212  to  Beaverhead  Lane). 
This  road  mortality  estimate  is  a  conservative  estimate  because  any  turtle  no^positlvely 
Identifiable  to  age  class  or  whether  marked  was  not  included.  Using  this  conservative  estim&te 
of  road  mortality  allowed  the  lower  boundary'  of  the  a  Reel  of  the  hlghv^fay  on  the  adult 
population  to  be  estimated. 

For  the  upper  boundary,  the  minimum  number  of  all  turtles  (adults  and  juveniles),  caught 
each  year  throughout  the  entire  study  area  (i.e.,  not  only  within  pond  complexes)  was  used-  This 
value  does  not  take  into  account  the  probability  of  detection  that  the  modeling  value  used  above 
does  and,  therefore,  under  represents  the  total  population  Size.  All  road  mortalities  (adult, 
juveniles,  and  unknown)  were  included  in  this  estimation.  This  combination  of  a  conservative 
population  estimate  and  all  fload  mortalities  provides  the  upper  boundaiy  of  the  effect  of  the 
highway  on  the  population. 

In  general,  both  of  these  estimates  are  conservative  because  the  road  mortality  surveys 
did  not  include  a  probability  of  detect  ing  dead-on-the-road  turtles.  It  is  likely  that  the  actual 
number  of  road  kill  is  higher  than  reported  because  some  carce,^!ses  may  have  been  removed      ' 
{e.g.,  by  scavenfiors)  or  thrown  off  the  road  before  being  counted.  Therefore,  all  road  mortality 
estimates  are  considered  minimum  values. 
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RESULTS 

Road  Mortalih'  Surveys 

Road  Mortality  Surveys 

Ch^eraii  '     "  ••-•.'.•••  :. 

In  the  33  road  mortalitj'  surv'cjs  that  wett  conducted  in  the  project  area  over  the  3  yearsT 
a  [otal  of  1 .059  individual  turties  were  killed  in  the  study  area  roads:  1 ,040  on  Highway  9X  1 8 
on  Mollman  Pass  Trail,  and  I  on  Duck  Road,  Of  those  turtles  killed  on  the  highway,  45 1 
(43.3%)  wctc  aduEls  and  221  (2lJVc)  were  juveniles  (Tabks  la  and  lb).  Age  tlass  could  not  be 
deterrrined  for  the  remaining  36S  irtdivi duals.  Sex  could  not  be  identified  on  most  (639,  61  %) 
road  monalJttes.  However,  of  those  [urtlcs  where  sex  could  be  determined,  roughly  equal 
nunrtbers  of  males  and  females  {99  and  31  *  respectively)  wsk  found  (Table  la).  No  sejt  bias  in 

road  mortalities  (x*  -  1 .8.  df -  I ,  P  ^  Oh  ISJ  was  found.  ■*' 

1,         ......  ,  ,  .^_^ 

•  •:''7     i'». .    %rv  *.-'-"■*  ijlfiif'"' '-'■il.-a' ;ft;%ii  '      v,  .«'*J       .    .  .   *»   ,uti,.     ..•-.i^   <^  :.  .  .^-^o  *J/   "^  ',    ' 
Table  1  a.  The  number  of  raad-killcd  Luitlc^  by  year,  sex,  and  age  class  found  a]ong  a  6.4  km 


section  ofHi^ 

hway  93 

in  the  N  in 

spipe/Konan 

area. 

Year 

Adult 

Juvenlla 

Unknown 

Total 

Male 

Famala 

Sex 
Unknown 

^2 
S0Q3 
toot 

49 

3 
29 

92 
7e 

B7 
43 

166 
137 
65 

357 

414 
2S9 

Tctol 

99 

8t 

271 

221 

363 

1040 

Table  I  b.  The  number  of  road  killed  tunies  by  year.  sex.  and  age  cEass  found  within  the  Capture 
-  Mark  -  Recapture  study  area,  3,2  km  section  of  Highway  93  from  Highway  212  north  to 

Beaverhead  Lane  jn  the  S^trLep]pe,^onan  ares. 


Ymt 

Adult 

Juvsnllfi 

Unknown 

Total 

Mate 

Female 

£ax 
Unknown 

2003 

2(m    J 

3 

46 
19 

37 
31 

30 
44 
35 

57 
29 

25 

77 
79 
26 

137 
235 
138 

Total 

&B 

68 

^2& 

111 

W 

560 

13 


The  highest  numbers  of  both  male  and  female  nmrtalitics  occurred  in  June,  subjcquently 
mortalities  for  both  sexes  declined  over  the  summer.  Females  exhibited  less  mortaliiy  in  late 
summer  than  males  (Figure  3).  Adults  were  killed  more  often  in  early  summer  than  late  summer 
while  jtiveniles  efxperienced  mOfe  consistent  numbers  of  road  kills  throughout  the  summer 
(Figure  4).  A  spike  of  juvenile  road  mortalities  occurred  in  late  August.  Overall,  more 
individuals  were  killed  in  the  early  sunimcr  months  (up  to  mid-JuEy)  than  late  in  the  summer 

The  highest  numbers  of  road  tnortalities  occur  where  there  arc  large  pondi  adjaeen!  to 
both  sides  of  the  highway  (Figure  5).  Road  locations  22  and  33  -  34  occur  where  the  highway 
divides  2  kettle  ponds.  Road  locations  49-52  occur  in  the  vicinity  of  the  scenic  tumcut  at 
Beaverhead  Lane  where  a  large  peTmancnl  pond  is  located  on  the  west  side  and  2  semi- 
permanent ponds  are  on  the  east  side  of  the  hiehway- 

.y     .     K     '     ,-...      _^  '\  ."    .,.,    .      Vr       ,.    . 
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Figure  3.  Average  road  mortality  (2002-2005)  on  a  6A  km  section  of  Highway  93  separated  out 
by  weekly  time  periods  and  sex.  Zero  values  indicate  no  individuals  were  found  during  that 
survey  period,  except  on  9/2 1  and  9/2 S  no  surveys  vvcre  conducted. 
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Figuie  4.  Average  rond  mortaliiy  (2002  -  2005)  on  a  64  km  seclion  of  Highway  93  separated 
out  by  weekly  time  periods  and  age  class,  ^cro  values  indicate  no  individuals  were  found  during 


that  survey  pwiod^  exicepL  oai  ^fll  and  9/2S  no  stirve>'s  weinc  coiiducied. 


IS 


•fl-i    ^  fTp.''-ftt.  i--.?  ■  '  Raid  Markers  Tj 


t-itiirc  1^   OtuliL'  :lv.  ■     -  ■'i.'".--;i'-''n]i[iit,U'*ay  ^^-  On  the  rightn  the  total  nuoilwr  (2(102- 

2^04}  ai  tunic  ryiJ  3]ji>njjitici  Liun^jiptijiJiJig  (o  miipp^wJ  to^  markers,  Road  marker  I  occurs  ai  Olson 
Road  Jirtd  Marker  54  occurs  at  Beaverhead  taiw.  Tbe  markers  are  approximaiely  ever>'  160  m. 
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Traffic  Vtilitm.CS 

Traffic  volumes  on  Highway  93  iwere  mughly  constanl  over  the  I  years  gf  study  rangbg 
bcm^en  500  lo  620  vehiclts  per  hour  (both  directions  werie  recorded)  (Tabic  3).  These  values 
were  consistent  with  Montana's  Automatic  TrafTic  counts  for  2002  -  2D04  located  ai  RJP  22.7, 
Arlee  (MDT  2002,  200 J,  2004).  Sctondaiy  roads,  Mollman  Piiss  Trait  and  Duck  Road,  showed 
cciuiderably  tower  tratfic  volumes  (Tabic  3).  All  3  roads  showed  increased  trafTlc  during  daylight 
hours  when  lurtks  are  more  likely  to  be  moving.         .^v  ■   .  ■  .■^       *     -  *  , .     .- 


Table  3.  Description  of  road  types  vif ithiu  the  project  area  and  traffic  voltimes  (vehicles  per  hour) 
averaged  over  stutimer  months  (May  -  August).  Highway  93  values  were  corrected  with  monthly 
axle  correction  Tactors  For  each  year.  >j/A  ^  data  not^  available- 


Road 

# 
LBn« 

Surface 

Posted 

Spe«d  Limit 

rmphj 

VoSumss 
(average  #  vehlcFes^hDur) 
Time           2002         2003 

2004 

HfQhway 
93 

2-3 

paved 

70 

Night/Day             4S9             536 
Ds^  Only               615              556 

343 
594 

Holtrrian 

2 

paved 

SO 

Wight/Day               32               22 
Da^Only                54               67 

22 
3B 

Dticlt  Road 

1-2 

dM 

35 

Nieht/Day          fiifi,                    3 
Day  Only           N^A                   4 

2 
4 

IS 


Capture  -  Mark  -  Recapture  (CMR)  Sttiify 
Peserjptivg.aen]PHin!Tiqs 

From  2002-2&04,  S,520  captures  of  2,335  individual  turtles  were  rtcotded.  Overall,  there 
was  no  sex  bias  in  the  living  adult  turtle  ptjpulation  (S73  males  and  803  female)  (^^  =  2.92,  df = 
I,?-  0,09).  Tv.v  pond  complexes  (C  and  E)  had  sex  ratios  significantly  different  from  a  50:50 
icx  ratio  (Table  4).  Pond  C  favored  males  over  females  (153  lo  1  JSf  respectively)  while  females 
were  favored  over  males  (1 14  to  7^,  respectively)  In  pund  E.  The  sex  taiios  in  the  remaining 
ponds  did  not  diUcr  significantly  from  a  5O;50  se?i  ratto.  Marked  juveniles  totaled  659 
individuals- 


Table  4,  Number  of  female  and  male  adult  turtles  jn  each  pond  complex  encountered  during  the 
Capture  -  Mark  -  Recapture  study  from  2002  to  2004.  P-values  reflect  a  chi-s^iuare  test  of  equal 
sex  ratio. 


Pond 

Complex 

Female        Male 

P-value 

A 
B 

C 

105             89 
110           115 
11fl           160 
85             9(3 

117         eo 

0.25 
0.74 

*0.01 
0.55 

'0.01 

Tc>tal 

535           537 

o.a5 

:-%-itf 


^  values  indicate  significant  differences  between  ttie  se^ccs. 


The  capture  process  also  netted  a  total  of  fi5  marked  turtles  ihat  were  found  dead  in  the 
ponds  (Table  2).  The  winter  of  2003/2004  had  particulariy  low  temperatures  (<  -  H"  C,  [  -  20** 
Fj)  for  about  1  week  which  may  have  caused  shallower  area  within  ponds  to  freeze  to  the  bottom 
potentially  causing  the  death  of  hibernating  tujties. 

Observtid  Movements 

Most  movements  occurred  wilhm  complexes  (less  than  300  m)  between  permanent  and 
temporary  ponds  (Figure  6).  The  longest  movemer5t  observed  was  2,400  m  made  by  a  juvenile. 
There  was  rto  significant  difference  between  the  number  of  pond  lo  pond  movements  made  by 
malts  and  females  (3 1 7  to  265.  respectively)  (y^  =  I  35,  df  =  I ,  P  =^  0.24).  These  values 
incorporate  all  obsorved  movements  including  between  ponds  within  as  well  as  between 
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complexes  and  some  individuals  mpvcd  more  than  cncc.  With  CMR  tcch/iiquc&H  ^n  individuat 
would  liflve  to  be  captured  in  2  difTerenl  [vonds  for  movement  lo  be  observed^  [hercfon:^  female 
nciiling  forays  (leaving  to  nest  on  land  and  retiinung  to  the  same  poT\d)  cannot  be  assessed  using 
tlicse  movcincnt  data.  ..-,,,., 
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Fspre  &.  The  number  of  adult  and  juvenile  turtles  that  moved  separated  out  by  sCX  and  distance 
(m)  caicgoncs.  Some  indiv  [duals  moved  more  [har  once.  Approximaltly  95  %  of  the  marked 
turtles  remained  in  their  original  pond  with  no  rec«nJed  movenwnts- 
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FitjeScalc  Movement  ami  The  Highway  (Ponds  BartdC)    '  * '  '* 

Movements  and  road  mortality  data  between  pond  complexes  B  and  C  (the  2  kettle  ponds 
split  by  the  highway)  were  investigated  lo  examine  fine-scale  mavcmcnls.  Turtles  made  106 
movements  Bway  from  pond  B  without  crossing  the  highi^-ay.  In  pond  C*  7E  tJitles  moved  away 
from  the  pond  withoui  emssing  the  high^^Tiy.  Forty  adutl  individuals  from  these  ponds 
successfully  crossed  the  highway.  However.  150  road  mortalities  were  recondcd  between  the 
complEWS  (between  road  majUr^  30  -  36),  of  which  69  wcfc  known  to  be  adult  and  of  these  36 
(52^/5)  were  known  to  be  marked.  Therefore,  about  half  (47%)  of  the  tuitles  that  attempted  to 
cross  the  road  wctc  killed  (40  crossed  successful Ij'  while  36  known  marked  were  killed),  This 
percentage  of  successful  crossings  (53%)  is  a  high  estimate  because  it  could  not  be  detemrained  if 
some  dead-on-tlie-road  turtles  were  .marked  (19  were  unknown). 

Modclina 

Only  adult  turtles  c:eL|rtured  within  pond  compleas  were  Included  in  the  CMR  modciiiig 
anaiyses.  A  total  of  1,032  individuals  were  used  with  4,652  recaptures.  The  most  parameterized 

model  was  .  • 

S(p«kI  *  Smmh)  Psi(pij(BnM  CutBOTy  *  ScMwi  +T«m]ifljarjf  EtttisfMiwi)  PCfiopd  *  StMim)-        '     ■*   '     i^ 

Where  S  =  survival  ptobabiiit>'  is  a  function  of  the  interaction  between  pond  and  season:  Psi  = 
jijovement  probability  is  a  function  of  an  interaction  between  distance  category  and  season  and 
tfmporaiy  emigralion;  2nd  p  =  capture  probability  Is  a  timction  of  the  interaction  between  pond 
and  trapping  session.  This  model  was  used  to  test  goodness  of  fit.  The  variance  inflation  factor 
was  Estimated  as  c  =  2.61  (x^  =  1 174.9,  df  witli  pooling  -  450).  The  most  parsimonious  model 
was  '      ■  ■'  ' 

S(pand+  BtisCTi  +  Droushl)  PEi(j5dBiBi:  + Vtfinw+8tt«i»i  ■*  Terap&fav  EraipaiiDfi)  p(pornl  *  Seiswn)- 

Where  S  -  survival  probabilily  was  a  function  of  pond  and  season  and  drought  in  2004;  Psi  = 
movement  probability  was  a  function  of  distance  between  ponds,  volume,  season,  and  temporary 
ernLgration;  and  p  -  capture  probability  was  a  function  of  the  interaction  between  pond  and 
trapping  session.  A  sequential  modeling  process  in  which  parsimonious  models  for  capture 
probabilities  were  sought  first  and  then  the  resulting  parameterii^tions  were  usod  as  iht  basis  for 
developing  models  of  survival  atid  movement  probabilities  separately. 
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Probability  ofMovemeni 

Within  (lie  candidate  set  of  models,  fi  tnodcts  with  akemative  movemeni:  variables  were 
within  2  QAIC^  of  the  best  approximating  model  (Table  5).  The  best  imedels  were  a  ftinclion  ef 
distimee  between  ponds,  season  (winter  early  suinmert  Ule  summerX  oceunencc  of  temporary 
emigration,  presence  of  an  inten'ening  road,  and/or  sex.  The  use  of  QATC  weights  to  assess 
model  support  indicates  that  these  6  best-fit  modcEs  have  95%  of  the  support  of  the  data. 
Consequently,  inferences  were  based  on  these  6  models  and  model  averaging  was  used  to 
calculate  weighted  estimates  and  standard  errors  that  reflect  model  uncertainLy  for  ail  parameters 
(BtimhaTH  and  Anderson  1 99S).  Overall ,  the  probabiiily  of  movement  between  pond  compleKes 
was  ver>'  tow  ranging  from  a  high  of  approximately  0.026  (SE  =  OOO I )  a  year  for  the  2  closest 
ponds  (B  and  C)  to  less  than  0.01  for  all  remaining  pond  complexes  f  Figure  7).  Three  of  the  € 
beat-fitting  models  inclyded  the  presence  of  an  intervening  road  and/or  sex  as  factors  influencing 
moveineni  probabilities  and  were  syppoited  by  the  data  (Table  5).  T>ie  effect  size  of  an 
intervening  road  was  fairly  large  and  negative  (P  =  -  0.S3,  SE  =  037)  but  the  95%  confidence 
intervals  included  0  (95  %  CI  =  -  L8  to  0.27),  Females  had  a  slightly  higher  movement 
probability  than  rnales  (p  =  031 ;  SE  ^  0.29)  but  also  had  a  95%  confidence  interval  that  Included 
0  (95  %  Cr  =  -0.27  to  0.90).  Although  the  Inclusion  of  these  variables  in  the  model  was 
supported  by  data,  both  had  confidence  internals  that  overlap  0  so  there  is  a  lack  of  infomialion 
to  definitely  determine  the  degree  of  the  relationship  with  movement.  Models  that  included 
temporwy  emigration  were  more  supported  than  the  model  without  temporary  emigratitij'    . 
(AQAlCf  =  20.7)  (Table  5).  Temporary  emigration  rates  were  high  in  wintcr/carly  spring  and 
early  summer  (0.07  -0.09,  SE  -  0.03)  compared  to  movement  rates  between  pond  complCKCs 


(Figure  7). 
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Figure  7.  Movement  estimates  for  aduU  mnles  fey  season  for  various  type^-  of  niovcmeiits^  Bars 
represent  slardard  errors. 


ProbabiUiy  of  Survival 

To  assess  variation  in  survival  probabilities  within  pond  complexes,  factors  affeciing 
prob^blEUy  of  mc>%'^cmcnt  and  capture  why^  held  constant.  Within  the  candidate  set  of  models,  2 
models  with  alternative  survival  variables  Vi-cre  within  1  QAIC^;  of  the  best  approximating  model 
(Table  €).  These  best  approximating  models  indicated  thai  pond,  seuson^  and  lime  (cither 
dn>iighl  C)f  time  over  the  study)  were  Important  factors  affecting  the  probabiiity  of  survival 
(Tabl^  6).  Survival  was  not  influenced  by  distance  to  road  (AQAlCc  =  1 6r0)  or  by  specific  pond 
(AQAlCc  =  99.7).  Season  consists  of  the  inter^-als  between  trapping  5C5sions:  "winici"'  is  9 
months  from  September  to  May;  "early  summer"  is  L5  months  from  about  late  May  to  July;  and 
'late  summer"  is  1 .9  mondis  from  about  mid-July  to  late  August.  Weighted  average  apparrnt 
seasonal  survival  rates  ranged  from  a  high  of  0.998  (SE  =  0.003)  in  ponds  B  and  C  which 
retained  water  during  tho  drought  10  a  low  of  0.475  (SE  =  0.70)  in  pond  E  which  virtually  dried 
up  (Table  7).  Survival  rates  in  all  pond  complexes  were  hi^er  overwinter  than  during  summer 
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seasons  and  2003  rates  were  higber  than  2004  rates  for  all  seasons  (Tabic  7  and  Figure  S).  Ponds 
that  rcEbined  vt-atcr  over  the  course  of  the  study  (B  and  C)  had  hEghcr  survival  rates  than  ponds 
that  did  not  (A,  D^  and  £J. 

Apparent  anntial  survival  rates  wenr  higher  in  2003  then  in  2004  in  all  pond  completes 
(Tabte  7),  Appart^nt  annual  survival  rates  ranged  from  a  high  of  0.86  in  pond  C  in  2003  to  a  low 
of  Q.I  3 1  in  2004  in  pond  E  C^^ble  7), 
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Tabic  7.  BstimAtes  of  aduU  turtle  apparenl  survival  probabilities  by  season  and  annually 
for  each  pond  complex. 
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Figure  S.  Estimates  afaduh  turtles  sippiureiil.  survival  ratJes  by  pOrid  over  the  course  of  the 
study.  Bars  represent  standard  eirors. 
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Probability  qfCaptav 

Capture  probability  was  a  function  of  pond  and  trapping  session  but  not  sex. 
Animat  behavior  (i.c.^  trap  happy  or  trap  shy  individiml^)  did  not  atlect  capture  probability 
(K-  Oriflin^  unpublished  data).  Cap^re  probability  ranged  widely  within  and  between 
ponds,  with  a  low  of  0.009  (SE  =  O.O09)  when  pond  A  was  drying  lo  a  high  of  077  i  (SE  = 
0.073)  in  pojid  D  (Figure  9). 
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Figure  9,  Probability  of  capture  (p)  for  adult  turtles  within  the  pond  complexes  For  each 
trapping  session  from  2002  -  20Q4.    Bars  represent  standard  eiTors. 


Abundance  Esfimates 

The  Multistaie  Robust  Design  model  allows  for  the  derived  estimation  of 
abundance.  Abundances  within  pond  compie?tes  varied  over  the  seasons  of  the  study. 
The  2  deepest  ponds  (B  and  C)  had  the  most  consistent  abundance  values  (Figune  1 0). 
Abundances  in  ponds  A,  D,  and  K  changed  dramatically  over  the  study  (from  highs  in  (he 
high  I00*sto  the  low  200' s  to  dropping  to  less  than  9  In  pond  E).  Depth  in  all  ponds 
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decreased  over  the  study  but  these  3  ponds  were  particularly  affected  by  the  drought 
because  they  were  originally  not  deep  pond^.  Pond  A  decreased  from  1 .4  m  to  0.03  m, 
Pond  D  decreased  from  IJ  m  to  0.7  ui,  and  Pond  E  went  from  0.9  m  to  O.l  m.  Virtually 
all  adult  tuitEes  left  these  ponds  by  the  end  of  the  study. 

The  regional  adult  p<?pulalion  abundance  also  declined  over  the  course  of  the  study 
(Figure  N ).  The  population  peaked  in  spring  2003  at  854  (SE  =117)  individuals  and  fell 
to  372  (SE  =  67)  in  fall  2004. 


2002 


-!<■    D 


Season 


Figure  1 0.  Adult  turtle  abundance  estimates  for  pond  complexes  over  the  seastons,  Bars 
represent  standard  cnrorB, 
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Figure  1 1 .  Total  adult  turtle  abundance  estimates  for  alt  pond  camplcfics  {^mbitied  for 
each  season.  Bar?  reprEseni  standard  errors.  ,  ,        _^ 

Fopnlativii Lev^ Mortality'  .  ,, .       .  ^  .     .     ... 

Bolh  ways  of  estinnatmg  the  percentage  of  the  population  lei!  led  by  the  highway 
are  considered  conservative  because  mad  mortality  counts  are  considered  a  minEmum 
CQunl  due  to  the  possibility  of  not  locating  all  mortalities.  The  percentage  of  the 
population  killed  on  the  highway  ranged  from  a  lower  estimate  of  6.0  %  in  2003  (7.9  % 
in  2O04)  to  a  less  conservative  esUmatc  of  16.9  %  in  2003  (1 3,0  %  in  20D4). 
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DISCUSSION 

The  main  ways  that  a  highway  may  pfTect  turtle  populations  are  by  1)  affecting  the 
sun  ival  rate  through  direct  road  mortality;  2)  changing  Ihe  population  s&ueture  through 
disproportionate  road  mortality  of  cither  sex  causing  biased  sex  ratios;  and  3)  changing 
movement  rates  or  patterns  which  ultimaiefy  affects  popuEation  connectivity.  The  first 
potential  affect,  direct  road  mortality,  can  have  immediate  consef^uenc^s  on  popiiialion 
viabilily,  while  the  second  2  potential  effects,  changing  population  structure  and  tevel  of 
connectivity .  may  have  long-term  consequences  on  |K3pu  lotion  vi  abi  3  ity 

Sun^ifVal 

This  is  the  first  study  to  allow  for  survival  cstim;alcs  of  painted  turtles  partitioned 
seasonally.  Modeling  showed  the  most  important  factor  in  probability  of  surviving  was 
the  individual  pond  complex  tn  tombinatton  with  lime  (cither  season  or  time  over  the 
coujM  of  study).  TTie  model  with  the  most  weight  (0,68)  indicates  that  season  and 
drought  were  the  most  important  factors  affecting  survival  rates.  Drought  conditions 
appear  ic  have  had  a  su-ong  influence  on  survival;  this  study  was  conducted  during  a 
period  when  the  Mission  Valley  experienced  lower  than  average  rain  and  snowfall  in? 
out  of  the  previous  10  years. 

'Distance  to  road'  was  expected  to  be  an  import^dnt  predictor  of  survival  rate, 
however  this  vanable  was  not  supported  by  the  data  largely  due  to  the  fact  that  ponds  fer 
5om  the  highway  were  still  affected  by  road  mortalitj'.  Hydrology  of  the  ponds  was 
more  important  than  distance  to  the  highway.  Interestingly,  pond  E^  the  second  furthest 
(fiSl  m)  pond  from  the  highway  and  greatly  affected  hy  the  drought,  had  the  highest 
number  of  turtles  encountered  dead-on-thc-road.  Once  the  pond  began  to  dry,  road 
mortality  data  indicate  that  many  tuitEcs  attempted  to  move  to  the  lairge  pond  on  the  west 
side  of  the  highway  at  Beaverhead  Lane  facross  from  the  scenic  turnout).  This  pond  is 
hydmloglcally  connected  to  Cnow  ticek  and  retained  water  during  the  drought. 

Adult  turties  arc  escpected  to  have  high  survival  rates.  Turtles  that  reach  adult  si^e 
have  few  predators  and,  typically,  there  is  little  risk  of  death  during  winter  when  turtles 
hibernate-  Apparent  annual  survival  rates  in  ibis  study  range  from  0.86  to  0- 1 3.  Other 
studies  on  painted  ttirtlts  have  estimated  annual  survival  rates  between  0.76  and  0  96 
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(Wilbur  1975.  Tinkle  c:al.  I9SI,  Mitchell  19SS),  High  survival  r^ie^  are  expected  in 
species  ihat  have  low  rizcruttmeni  mtes  and  hatch  ting  sun^'iva]  (B  nooks  ct  al.  \^9\, 
Hcppell  199S).  Annual  survival  rates  are  lower  2004  thau  in  2003,  Apparent  iiurvival 
ratftS  are  affected  b>  both  road  mortaKty  and  permanent  cmigrBlion  as  turtles  left  ponds 
for  Kfixgh  habitats  oft  the  studv  site.  The  2  ponds  ihat  retained  water  (ponds  B  and  C) 
e:^perienced  higher  survival  raics  than  the  other  ponds.  El  is  likely  ihese  ponds 
citptrienced  less  permaiientemigTalion  ihan  ponds  Limt  losl  significant  waier.  Tlierefore, 
these  sur\'ival  rates  are  less  confounded  with  pennanent  emigration.  This  is  also 
indicated  by  (he  faci  diat  the  percentage  of  the  population  killed  on  the  road  matches  Ihc 
survival  rates  in  these  pondi^  particularly  in  2003  when  the  area  was  less  affected  by  the 
drought  (about  0, 1 7  to  O.J  5,  rcspee lively). 

Ponds  that  lost  significant  water  over  the  course  of  the  study  had  cstrcmcly  low 
survival  r^les.  For  exampte,  survival  rale$  m  ponds  D  and  E  drop  from  0. GO  to  0,31  a^d. 
0.38  to  OJ  3,  respectively.  These  survival  estimates  arc  confounded  with  permanent    ,    , 
emigmion.  As  these  ponds  began  to  lose  water,  tunics  moved  oUthe  study  site  in  search 
of  suitable  habitat.  Jt  is  not  possible  to  determine  if  the  lunles  suntved  off  the  site  or 
died.  Many  turtles  that  were  last  seen  alive  in  these  ponds  were  encountered  dead  on  the 
highway.  The  fact  that  the  turtles  arc  moving  makes  them  more  susceptible  to  road 
mortality.  In  the  area  of  the  split  kettle  pondE;»  roughly  only  half  the  turtles  that  attempted 
to  cross  the  highway  succeeded. 

Seasonal  survival  rates  varied  widely.  As  expected,  winter  survival  rates  were 
Kigher  than  summer  survival  rates.  However,  winter  survival  was  higher  in  winter  2002- 
2003  then  in  2003-2004,  likely  due  to  a  combination  of  drought  lowering  water  levels 
ai3d  severe  winter  temperatures.  Dead  turtles  were  recovered  in  all  ponds  in  eaily  spring 
2004*  These  c^ttasses  were  completely  intact;  therefore,  mortality  was  not  due  to  ^ 

predation.  Hibernating  turtles  may  have  gotten  caught  in  shallow  areas  of  ponds  that 
fruze  to  the  bottom  kilting  the  turties^  ihui  decreasing  winter  survival  rates  in  2004. 

Road  mortality  is  expected  to  reduce  summer  survival  rateSr  The  probability  of 
survival  dropped  in  both  the  early  summer  and  late  summer  seasons  when  turtles  were 
«!tpccted  to  move.  The  drop  in  survivaJ  ra.tes  corresponds  to  when  kno^vn  turtle  road 
mortalities  occurrEd.  In  2003,  when  the  landscape  was  less  affected  by  tlie  drought,  in 
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general  survival  rates  decreased  m  early  summer  and  increased  lygaln  in  late  summer. 
This  corresponds  to  the  road  mortality  and  the  moveanent  data,  bofe  of  which  were 
highest  in  the  same  early  summer  period, 

Populatioa  Structure 

Overall,  the  populatiDii  structure  does  not  appear  to  be  affected  by  the  highway. 
The  liviiig  turtle  sex  ratio  was  not  significantly  different  than  50:50  inates  to  females. 
Recent  studies  have  stated  that  there  is  disproportionate  rcMd  mortality  of  females  due  to 
higher  chances  of  encountering  roads  during  nesting  forays  (Steen  and  Gibbs  2004, 
Aresco  2005a,  Gibbs  and  Steen  2005).  Females  were  only  slightly  more  likely  to  make 
long  distance  (between  pond  complex)  movements  than  males,  according  to  the  CMR 
modeling.  Ejiamining  all  movement  data  (i.e„  not  only  between  complexes)^  no 
difference  in  pond  to  pond  mtsvement  between  the  males  and  females  was  found. 
However,  this  may  be  misleading  because  if  a  female  turtle  made  a  nesting  foray  and 
returned  to  the  same  pond  this  tjpe  of  movement  would  not  be  detected.  Males  are  not 
expected  to  make  similar  types  of  there-and-back-again  movements  for  breeding  because 
breeding  takes  place  in  the  ponds    Therefore ^  female  movements  may  be 
undcrrepresented  in  the  data. 

There  does  not  appear  to  be  disproportionate  road  mortaJitv'  on  females  as  no  sex 
bias  in  road  mortalities  was  found.  Although  most  road  mortalities  could  not  be      '^  ^ 
identified  to  sej;  due  lo  degrajdation,  there  is  no  reason  to  espect  a  bias  in  sck  ratio  of 
ident  rflabEe  and  unidenti  fiablc  turtles.  "  ^ ''  ""•''* 

Although  the  overall  population  sex  ratio  does  nol  appear  to  be  altered.  Pond  C, 
which  is  adjacent  to  the  highway,  did  have  a  significantly  male  biased  sex  ratio.  It  is 
interesting  to  note  that  pond  B  directly  across  the  highway  from  pond  C  did  not.  Road 
moTiality  may  be  affecting  the  sex  ratio  of  this  particular  pond  (C).  Pond  C  may  be  an 
important  pond  for  reproduction  as  it  had  the  highest  number  of  hatch!  ing  and  juveniles 
caught  each  year.  If  more  femalE  m  pond  C  than  in  other  ponds  were  conducting  nesting 
forays  and  encountering  the  road^  dien  road  mortality  could  be  affecting  this  local 
population.  How  ever,  road  mortality  data  indicates  more  males  than  females  were 
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encounftered  dead  on  th«  road  between  ponds  B  and  C.  Thh  may  Indicate  factors  other 
than  dtsproportEonate  TQs.d  moti^Wty  of  females  may  be  affecting  the  sex  ibUd  of  IhLs 
pond. 


MovemflDts     •  ,  .  -    .,  _    .^ ,     .         »..     .         ..     .,»* 

Very  little  movement  (between  1  ^  and  2  %)  a  year  occurs  between  pond 
compkMs;  ihcrtfore,  what  movement  does  occur  is  important  in  providifig  eonnecljvity 
to  the  ioca I  populations  in  each  pond  complex; .  Modeling  indicates  there  i^  a . ^,:^.  ^      ^ 
cons  i  derable  amount  (7- 1  DVo)  of  temporarj'  movement  out  of  the  complexes.  The     ^^  ■  ^ 
compJeses  were  designed  as  an  attempt  to  intorporatc  typicat  daily  and  seasonal 
movements  of  turtles  out  to  lemporaiy  ponds  in  which  the>'  may  find  suitable  habitat 
especi^ity  in  the  spring  when  temporary  ponds  warm  up  faster  than  die  deeper  permanent 
ponds  and,  therefore^  ma>  have  more  available  food  resources.  The  30D  m  radius  of  the 
complexes  was  used  based  on  vaiues  in  the  literature  as  to  the  distance  of  tjpical         ^  ^^^. 
mfftements.  The  fact  Ui&l  there  wm  a  considerable  amount  of  temporary  emigration    . 
outside  of  the  complexes  indicates  that  painted  turtles  may  regularly  use  larger  areas  on  a 
seasonal  basis  than  previously  thought. 

Over  ihe  course  of  the  study,  ibc  drought  caused  alJ  permsnenl  ponds  to  lose .  ^   ,* 
water  and  there  v^'Cnc  also  considerably  fewer  temporary  ponds  on  the  landscape.  It 
appears  many  turtles  moved  off  the  study  site  and  did  nol  return  (i.e.»  permanent 
emigration)  in  order  to  find  favorable  habitats.  The  study  area  has  2  permanent  resenfoir^ 
(KJeking  Horse  and  Ninepipe)and  Grow  Creek  between  approximalcEy  1.5  km  and  2^0 
km  from  the  closest  pond  complexes.  M  the  complex  ponds  became  unsuiLable,  turtles 
may  have  moved  to  these  more  permanent  water  bodies,  thus  lowering  the  apparent 
survival  rate  within  the  complexes  tn  year  2004,  This  suggests  that  turtles  are  moving 
outside  the  compiexcs  but  not  la  other  studied  compicxcs-  This  indieates  that  other  Earge 
pemianent  bodies  of  wa(er  such  as  Ciow  Creek  and  Kicking  Horse  and  Nincpipe 
reservoirs  are  important  refugia  habitats  when  the  smaller  permanent  ponds  become 
affected  by  drought. 
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Movements  appear  lo  be  hindered  by  ihc  presence  of  the  highway.  The  model 
most  supported  by  the  data  showed  that  roads  decreased  turtle  movement  rates. 
Individuais  were  less  likely  lo  move  long  distances  in  the  presence  of  an  intervening 
road.  As  CKpected,  turtles  were  more  likely  to  move  short  rather  than  long  distances  in 
the  presence  of  an  intervening  road.  Unfortunately,  a  situation  whh  2  pemnanent  ponds 
relatively  close  together  (30  m)  without  an  mtervening  road  was  not  available  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  study  area.  Tliis  would  have  allowed  examlitatton  of  shott  djManee 
movement  rates  with  and  without  an  intervening  road^  Though  the  modeling  indieates 
roads  decrease  turtle  movementST  h  is  not  possible  to  dEtcrminc  if  luntes  are  avoiding  the 
highway  or  if  they  are  simply  unsuccessful  at  crossing  the  road.  Road  mortal  tty  data  can 
help  exam  Ine  these  possibi  Itties, 

Focusing  at  a  fine-scale,  where  2  ponds  are  separated  by  the  highway  (ponds  B 
and  C)t  CMR  data  indicate  that  more  movements  were  made  away  from  the  highway 
from  ponds  B  and  C  ( 1 06  and  78,  respectively)  than  across  it  (^0).  However,  the  fact  that 
there  were  150  road  monalities  on  the  highway  thai  falls  with  En  these  pond  complexes 
suggests  that  turtle  wse  not  avoiding  the  highvvay  but  rather  killed  attempting  to  cross 


"i:l!^J»t'-<^^r -'J 
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Foputatton  Dynamics  and  CoDiiecttvit)!'' ' 

Highway  93  in  the  Nineptpe/Konan  area  appears  to  be  affecting  the  turtle     '-  '■'  ''^' 
population  both  through  direct  mortality  and  reduced  landscape  conneetEvity. 
Conservative  estimates  of  ihc  percentage  of  the  population  killed  by  the  highway  range 
from  6.0  %  to  17.0  %.  Ttintcs  arc  long-!ivcd>  slow  growing  animais  with  delayed  sexual 
maturity  and  low  juvenile  sur\iva5  rates.  This  combination  of  life  history  traits  is  poorly 
adapted  to  high  nates  of  adult  mortality  (Gibbons  et  aT.  1 990,  HeppeK  1 99&).  Such 
species  often  can  not  replace  adult  losses  quickly  and  are  susceptible  to  local  extinctions 
{Brooks  et  al.  1991).  Population  effects  of  road  monalities  may  be  exacerbated  for 
wetland  species  sueh  as  turtles  when  periodic  drying  results  in  increased  migrations  and 
thus  an  increased  probability  of  encounteiing  a  road  (Gibbons  et  al.  19S3,  Aresco  2005a). 
Drought  conditions  coupled  with  severe  winters  can  have  an  even  greater  affect,  lowering 
sur^'ival  rates  even  further  because  hibernating  turtles  are  at  increased  risk  of  freezing  in 
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shallow  waters.  L.owered  sur^'ivat  rdics  For  even  a  short  period  can  cause  severe 
population  declines  that  talcc  yesis  to  recover  (Fonnesbeck  and  Dodd  2003).  The  level  of 
observed  mortality  during  this  study  wpuEd  not  be  sujitainable  if  this  w?re  a  closed 
poptilattoti.  Due  lo  the  anKnini  of  both  temporary  mA  permanent  emigration  tt  is  evident 
that  the  regional  population  likely  includes  Crow  Creek,  Kicking  Horse  Reservoir^  and 
Nlnepipc  Reservoir^  Given  this^  ntdinldining  connectivity  across  this  landscape  ts 
extremely  important  for  this  species. 

Currently,  the  highway  appears  to  be  a  $cmi-pemieable  harrier  to  movements. 
reducing  iandscape  connectivity  for  turtles.  Aliliough  some  turtles  successftlly  crossed 
the  highway,  road  mortality  data  indicate  that  most  did  not;  e.g.,  40  5U[;cessful  crossings 
observed  in  an  area  where  150  mortalities  were  recorded.  It  is  important  to  maintain 
connectivity  for  long-tem)  population  viability  and  to  nmintain  the  possibility  of 
recolonization  of  ponds  that  may  lose  their  local  populations  such  as  occurred  in  poaids 
A,  D,  and  E  during  these  drought  conditions.  This  study  conducted  during  drought 
conditions  shows  the  importance  of  maintaining  connectivity  to  suitable  refugia  habitat 
such  as  Ninepipe  and  Kicking  Horse  reservoirs, so  that  recobni.zation  is  possible  vAis^ 
cojiditJons  permit  ^i*-,'-     --^       "., /j'-'j^^^fjiy^.-       >      ^-:\  \<nt  ^r*  ■•■u 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

Three  areas  of  high  priority  based  on  road  mortaht>'  data  were  found:  the  2  kettle 
ponds  at  road  locations  22  and  33  ( I  juit  south,  the  other  just  north  of  Highway  212 
junction)  and  the  area  immediately  south  of  the  seenie  turnout  at  Beaverhead  Lane.  Tliis 
last  area  has  a  permanent  pond  on  the  west  side  and  2  semi-pctmancnt  ponds  on  the  east 
side  of  the  road.  All  3  of  these  areas  also  appear  to  have  important  nesting  areas  on  and 
adjacent  to  the  road  banks. 

Culverts  and  fencing  systems  have  been  shown  to  be  effective  in  reducing  turtle 
road  mortality  (Dodd  ei  al.  2004,  Arcseo  2005b).  In  Florida,  turtle  mortality  deeiincd 
drAmaiEcally  with  the  construction  of  the  barrier  wall-eiilvcrl  system;  from  374 
mortalities  preconstniction  to  7  post-construetion  (Dodd  el  al.  2004).  Turtles  used  2.7  m 
X  2.7  m^  inundated,  partially  siibmerged  box  culverts;  0.^  tn  cylindrical  culverts  when  wet 
with  earthen  stibstratcs;  and  1 .3  m  x  1 ,8  m  dT>'  box  oulverts.  All  of  these  culverts  were  44 
m  In  length  and  the  smaller  ones  (the  t  .8  m  x  1 .8  m  box  culvert  and  the  0.9  m  diameter 
cylindrical  culverts)  had  light  boxes,  if  light  boxes  are  not  used,  we  recommend  over- 
siting  the  culverts  to  allow  light  to  be  £een  d] rough  the  culvert.  Painted  turtles  do  not 
burrow  and  may  show  reluetanee  to  enter  dark  areas.  -5  ■  ■*f''    . 

The  Supplemental  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Staiement  (FHWA  et  al.  2005)  for 
the  Ninepipe/Ronan  area  is  considered  a  '*S0  %  design"  document.  This  means  that  many 
construction  details  have  yet  to  be  determined.  As  more  design  considerations  become 
known  more  detailed  ajid  area  specific  recommendatEonS  can  be  provided.  Current 
recommendations  for  ntdticing  the  effects  of  Highway  93  on  turtle  populations  in  the 
Nmepipe/Ronan  area  of  the  Mission  Valley  are  below.  Note;  all  recommended  culverts 
would  also  be  beneficial  to  other  wildlife  in  the  area. 

L   Construct  bridges  or  over-si^ed  cement  box  or  over-siied  metal  culverts  in  tlte 

high  priority  areas  that  naturally  would  be  water  crossings.  In  particular,  these 

should  be  placed  in  the  2  kettle  ponds. 
2.   Construct  over-sized  cement  box  culverts  in  dry  crossing  areas  such  as  near  the 

scenic  turn-out  at  Beaverhead  Lane  and  just  north  of  Olson  Road.  Dry  land 

culverts  should  be  flat  bottom  with  an  earthen  substrate  to  facilitate  turtle 

terrestrial  movements  through  them. 
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J,    Construction  linnc  rrame,  MovfiEnents  are  highest  from  mid-May  td  mid-July. 
Minimizing  construction  in  the  3  high  priority  areas  during  these  months  "vvou Id 
minicnize  di^lurbanc^  Eind  fnortafilyf 

4,  Mon  iior  cortsmjetiou  in  dw  kettJe  ponds  due  to  their  imponanoe  in  ovcrwiniEr^ 
reprqduc^Lion,  and  ntfugia  habilatr  TTie  kettle  ponds  arc  likely  to  have  detours  that 
could  possibly  hinder  turtle  movements  as  tliey  attempt  id  avoid  construction 
activities,  Providine  safe  paissagc  under  the  detours  wEl!  be  imponant.  'ihe 

, ,      placement  and  t  im  ing  of  the  detour  i  s  important  in  min  imizi  ng  the  effects  of 
consEiuction  activities  on  the  turtles  (sec  Recommendation  #5),  As  design 
considerations  become  known  for  the  area,  otticr  recommendations  may  be 
vL-airanted  such  as  having  on-site  inspectors  to  inoniior  turtle  movements  during 
constmctioiir  Monitoring  of  construction  projects  has  been  accomplished  on  o[her 
projects  in  coordination  with  the  Confederated  Salish  Kootenai  Tribes  and 
contractors  (Pers,  Comm.  Pat  Bastings,  MDT  -  Envinonmental). 

5,  Install  wing  or  directional  fencing  to  funnt;]  turttes  to  the  culverts  (see  Appendices 
A  and  B),  The  fencing  would  be  neces*a:>'  only  id  the  vicinity  of  die  crossing 
structmes  and  nesting  areas.  Install  low  fencing  that  can  not  be  breached 
regardless  of  whether  bridges  or  culverts  are  implemented  because  of  the  nesting 
that  occurs  on  and  adjacent  to  ihc  road  bank  in  the  high  priority  area^.  Even 
though  passages  are  provided,  females  may  still  be  drawn  to  the  road  edge  to  nest 
and  consequently  be  at  risk  of  road  mortality  and  risking  human  safely. 

6,  Install  Turtle  Crossing'  warning  signs  to  tnencase  awareness  of  motorists.  More 
general  "Wildlife  Crossing"  signs  may  not  \x  sufTTcEtnt  to  warn  motorists  to  the 
presence  of  turtles  because  most  motorists  expect  large  game  animals  when  they 
sec  "Wildlife  Crossing"  signs.  Standard  warning  signs  do  not  appear  to  alTect 
motorists  therefore;  signs  should  be  enhanced^,  and  location  and  time  specific. 
These  types  of  modifications  to  standard  signage  have  been  useful  in  modifying 
human  behavior  (Messmeret  al.  2000,  Sullivan  and  Messmer  Z003s  At-Ghamdi 
and  MGadhi  2004,  Hardy  et  aE.  in  press).  Signs  could  be  enhanced  by  using  a 
larger  size,  nejflectjve  color  (i.e.  neon  yenow/green)^  or  additional  flagging.  Signs 
shouEd  only  be  visible  from  June  -  September  when  turtles  are  likely  to  be 
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encountered  on  the  road.  Sigji  locatton  should  be  limited  to  the  Kincpipe/Ronan 
area  of  Highway  93,  A  north  bound  sign  could  be  placed  near  Ounlock  Road  and 
a  south  bound  sign  could  he  placed  neat  Beaverhead  Ijine,  Limiting  the  limc 
frame  and  location  may  al^  minimize  motorists'  habituation  to  the  signs. 
7.   Post-construction  study.  It  will  be  possible  to  identify  turtles  marked  in  this  study 
for  many  yeats.  A  post-construction  study  will  provide  valuable  data  on  turtle  use 
and  efficacy  of  the  wildlife  crossmg  strucnires  in  providing  kndscape 
connectivity.  Cunrnlly  only  2  studies  (Dodd  et  al.  2004,  Arcsco  2&05b)  exist  that 
includes  pre-  and  post-construction  effects  on  connectivity  and  these  do  not 
include  pre-constructton  population  data  population  data  as  this  study  does.  This 
study  combined  with  a  post-construction  study  provides  a  unique  opportunity  to 
determine  the  long-term  effects  of  the  highway  on  connectivil^r  and  population 

dynamics.         ^'^''■-■■'    ■^^■"■ff.^    J4;';^,^h.v  .-,,    .        r-    .tf^    ;..'».:ii.k-;-v^.  .■  r^:^,.rV1-^,- 
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INTRODUCTION 

This  report  documcnis  a  vaxiely  of  barrier  and  fenrcing  designs  that  have  been 
used  in  wildliJ'e-highway  intcracibn  pfojecls  and  their  efTettivtness  in  keeping 
heTpdiofBiHia  ofTroadvvays  and  directing  them  towards  wildiifo  crossing  stnicturics. 

The  National  Cooperative  Hi^way  Research  Program  has  produced  the  mo^t 
extensive  synthesis  of  wiMlife  and  highway  issuer  in  the  Interaction  Bcm-ccn  Roadways 
and  Wiidlife  EcolQgy:  A  Synthesis  of  Highway  Practiees  report  (Evjnk  2002).  A  survey 
conducted  for  that  report  indicates  That  many  states  are  attempting  to  address  wildlife- 
highway  issuts.  Out  of  the  34  states  that  responded  to  the  survey,  28  are  using  fencii:^  to 
protect  wildlife  with  the  most  fi^quent  use  being  to  keep  deer  off  the  roads, 

Beesuse  fences  are  likely  id  increase  the  fT^gmentation  effects  of  highways,  the 
use  of  cylverts  and  other  crossing  stmciurcs  are  important  in  maintsining  connectivity 
(Boarman  and  S^izaki  1 996.  Ev'irk  2002).  Drainage  culverts  are  one  means  of  providing 
connectivity.  These  tjpes  of  culverts  are  typically  used  where  highways  cross  wetlands 
with  fluctuating  water  levels.  Theses  culverts  then  beeome  dual  purpose;  water  transport 
or  hydrological  leveling  as  well  as  wildlife  corridors.  The  totrcnt  design  proposal  for  the 
expansicn  of  idighway  91  in  the  area  of  Ntnepipe  Wildlife  Refuge  includes  the  use  cf 
culverts  as  wildlife  crossing  con-idors  (Federal  Highway  Administration  and  Montana 
Departmcni  of  Transportation  2000).  The  proposed  wildlife  crossing  structures  will  be  at 
least  1.2  K  L8  m  toncretE  culverts  and  will  likely  be  larger  in  many  areas.  In  addition  to 
the  wildlife  crossing  stmctures,  numerous  smaller  ctjivcris  will  be  used  for  hydrological 
leveling. 

In  an  unpublished  report  to  the  Minnesota  Depaitment  of  Nature  Resources,  Lang 
(20O0)  conducted  a  culvert  size  and  shape  experiment  with  400  B landing's  turtles 
[Emydoidea  blandifigif}.  He  used  con^gated  metal  culverts  ranging  in  size  from  0.9  - 
1 .2  m  in  dJam^tcr  and  varying  in  s^hape  from  round  to  arched.  Although  not  mentioned 
speeificaEly  in  the  report,  the  length  of  the  culverts  appears  to  be  that  of  a  paved  2-iane 
mad  (approximately  18-25  m).  Lang  found  that  Blanding's  turtles  moved  through  each 
of  the  culverts  presenied,  Turtles  did  not  dcmonsiratc  a  clear  preference  for  culvert  5lj:c 
or  shape,  or  li^t  intensity  at  the  far  endj  given  the  available  ckolces. 


A^ 


In  Europe,  culverts  for  mammals  with  widths  from  5  to  t2  m  are  common  and,  in 
general  heights  of  3  to  5  m  have  been  successful  (Bank  ct  al.  2002). 

Jackson  conducted  eitperJmenison  eastern  painted  turtles'  use  of ''culvcrts"{S. 
Jackson,  Extension  Sevice  Program  Director  for  hJatural  Resources,  Massachusetts,  Pers. 
CommJ.  He  observed  tuntei  using  a  0.6  x  D.<>  h  6  m  wooden  box  "culvert* .  Females 
used  the  box  readily  whether  it  was  Lighled  or  not.  The  unhcsiiant  use  by  females 
however  may  indicate  a  drive  to  reach  breeding  sites. 

Given  the  Information  above  on  ihc  culvert  sizes  used  on  other  projects,  it  is 
likely  that  the  smaller  culverts  used  for  hydrolDgical  leveling  will  be  dual  purpose,  that  is, 
serving  as  wildlife  cros.sing  structures  as  well. 

TYPE  Of  BARRIERS  ...  .       ^^^  ... 

Fcndng  -  : 

Typical  fencing  is  rectangular  mesh  or  chain  link  fence  from  2.6  -  3,0  m  in 
height.  Specific  measurements  depend  on  the  target  spceieg.  Forsmall  maminatsar\d 
herpetofauna  often  smaller  mesh  (2  x  2  cm  to  4  x  4  em)  is  auached  to  the  existing  chain 
link  or  larger  mesh  fence  (Evink  2002)  (Figures  A-1  and  A-l).  This  mesh  is  often  buried 
20  -  40  cm  into  the  ground  and  then  extending  to  a  height  of  0,5  to  1  m.  To  k^eip  reptiles 
and  amphibians  from  climhtng  the  fence,  the  upper  edge  of  the  finer  mesh  is  often  bent 
out  at  a  90-degree  angle  to  create  a  lip. 


Figure  A-L  Wire  fence  with  plastic  fabric 
mesh  (France),  Photo;  Banket  al.  2002, 


Figuie  A'2.  Wire  fence  with  smaller  mesh  at  the 
bottom.  Photo:  Bank  ei  af  2002. 
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Letter  171,  University  of  Montana, 

Wildlife  Biology  Program,  Kathleen  Griffin  (continued) 


In  I  ?90,  a  24  km  dcsen  tqrtoise  (Gophents  agasxiziii  barrier  fence  was  erected  by 
ihe  CaEifornJa  Departmenl  of  Transpartaticm.  The  f^noe  consists  of  €0-cm  wide,  1 3  cm 
mesh  of  pi  vanjzed  steel  hardware  cloth  burled  to  1 5  cm  and  extending  45  cm  in  height 
[fioaiman  and  Sazaki  1<>96,  Boarm^n  etal.  1997).  TTie  fence  is  supported  by  a  six-slrand 
wire  fence:  the  lop  3  are  barbed  and  the  bottom  3  are  unbarbed  to  allow  easy  installation 
of  tho  hardware  cloth.  Boamian  and  Sasaki  (1996)  found  Sfi%  fewer  vertebrate  roadkJIt 
and  93%  fewer  tortoise  roadkili  along  the  ^nccd  section  of  fiiyhway,  therefore,  the  fence 
was  highly  successful  at  reducing  road  mortalily''  Later,  gaps  due  lo  podr  maintenance 
allowed  tortoises  to  access  the  highway  suggesting  the  need  for  proper  maintenance. 

The  Iowa  Department  of  Transportation  considered  many  types  of  fencing  to  keep 
ornate  box  turtles  {letrapene  omatc),  snakes,  and  small  mammals  off  the  highway 
including  half  pipes  and  solid  concrete  walls.  After  taking  cost  and  maintenance  issues 
into  consideration  they  arc  insiallmg  0.6  cm  steel  mesh  attached  to  regular  Typc^7  field 
fence  (woven  wire  livestock  fence).  The  mesh  wtll  be  btiricd  20  cm  and  extend  I  m 
above  ground.  This  project  i£  currciitiy  under  constmction  with  completion  e?tpH;cied 
dimmer  2004.  therefore  no  Indications  of  the  effectiveness  of  ihis  fence  type  arc  available 
(R.  Rtdnour>  Iowa  Department  of  Transportation^  Persn  Comm.).  The  mesh  could  be  bent 
outward  at  the  top  to  create  a  lip,  however,  it  may  be  time  consuming  to  actually 
accomplish  this,  as  it  is  not  prefabricated. 

In  Nebraska,  a  0.9  m  high  chain  link  fence,  buried  15.2  cm,  was  used  to  direct 
-.  Ble^nding'S  cuttles  towards  eomigated  metal  culverts  mih  sizes  varyitig  from  0.6  lo  0.91 
m  diameters  with  nared  end  sections  and  lengths  from  IS  to  36.5  m.  The  fence  was     _-:/ 
about  1 .6  km  in  length  and  it  appeared  to  work  well  in  that  scciionH  however,  ipad 
mortality  continued  near  the  ends  of  the  fence  (L.  Rowe,  District  Engineer,  Nebraska 
Departmenl  of  Roads^  Pers.  Comm.). 

There  are  many  problems  associated  with  fencing.  Overall,  depending  on  the 
fence  type,  fencing  can  be  expensive  to  build^  maintenance  casts  are  high,  and  some 
people  do  not  like  the  aesthetics  of  wire  fencing  (Figure  A-3). 


A-4 


Mdub  specifically^  if  the  mesh  sizes  are  too 
lafge  turtles,  especially  haichlings  and  juveniles, 
can  pass  through  or  get  stuck  in  the  openings. 
Therefore,  smaller  mesh  attached  to  the  bottom  of 
larger  mesh  fences  is  nccessaij'.  Some  turtle 
specicSn  including  painted  turtles,  are  good 
climbers  (M.  Aresco,  Florida  State  University, 
Pers.  Comm.;  S.  Jackson  Extension  Scrviec^ 
Program  Di]^<:tOT  for  NatuiaE  Resources^ 
University  of  Massachusetts^  Pers.  Comm), 
Creating  a  tip  at  the  top  of  the  smaller  mesh  is 
important  to  prevent  climbing  over  the  top  (M. 
Aresco,  Wildlife  Biologist,  Florida  State 
Universl^,  Pers-  Comm.)  (Figure  A-4),  Another 
problem  is  storm  water  run'Off  which  can  cause 
erosion  ahd  often  undermines  the  fence.  Burying 
the  mtsh  can  minimize  this  problem 
however,  proper  installation  and 
regular  inspection/maintenance  is 
]iequired. 

Silt  fencing  which  is  made 
either  of  cloth  or  fabric  should  only  be 
used  as  a  temporary'  solution  because 
of  lis  short  life  span.  Sih  fencing  can 
be  climbed,  can  be  oveiigrown  quickly, 
and  can  rip  and  tear  easily,  especially 
when  weathered.  All  of  these 
compromise  the  effectiveness  of  this 
type  of  banier. 


Figure  AS.  Smaller  mesh  fence 
>]DtH  potential  problem  with  litter 
build  up  and  fence  not  connected 
to  outer  edge  of  culvert.    Photo  i 
Banket  al.2C02, 


Figure  A'4.  f'lorida  softshell  turtle  climbing 
over  fabric  silt  fence,  Photo:  M.  Aresco 
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Letter  171,  University  of  Montana, 

Wildlife  Biology  Program,  Kathleen  Griffin  (continued) 


Rails  and  Curved  Pipes      v       [ 

Europeans  have  used  a  PVC  bflrticr  with  an  angled  lip  or  fdbrteated  galvanized  steel 
rails  with  a  lip  along  the  upper  edge  as  a  ban-icr  for  amphibians  and  reptiles  (Bank  el  al, 
2002i  rri:>  and  Nieders(rflSer2O0O)  (Figures  A-S  and  A-6).  A  30  cm  diameter  PVC  pipe, 
sliced  dov^Ti  the  middle  and  half  buritd  has  been  used  ii  Massachusetts  to  keep  boji^  wood^ 
and  spotted  turtles  off  the  roadway  {S.  Smyers,  WildEifc  Bblo^ist,  Oxbow  Associates,  Pers. 
Comm.),  Altlioueh  lhe$e  barrier?  are  cheap  and  fairly  easy  to  install^  keeping  vegetation 
from  grBwing  over  them  is  a  constant  maintenance  problem  and  they  only  work  for  small 
mammals,  reptiles,  and  amphibians.  Also,  atiy  vegetation  (even  short  vtgciatlon)  growing 
near-by  can  drastically  reduce  their  effectivcricss.  This  creates  a  virtually  eon^tant 
mBint^anee  problem.  However,  if  the  raif  wert  buih  into  an  asphalt  strip  or  pad  these 
problems  could  be  minimized. 


Figyrc  A-5.  Galvanized  steel  rail 
with  lip  for  amphibians  and  rtptiles 
(Gennany).  Phoio;  Bank  eE  al. 
2002. 


Figure  A-^.  Metal  rails  with  lip  for  amphibians  and 
reptiles  {Germany).  Fhoto:  Hank  ct  al.  2002. 


M 


Concrete  Walls  vi,  '    -     -      ^t^  • 

The  Payne's  Prairie  Ecopassage  project  near  Gainesville.  Florida  bas  incorpoisicd 
the  dual-use  (h>'drological  leveling  and  wildlife  crossing)  culverts  and  barriers  which 
have  been  successful  in  providing  connectivity  for  a  wide  range  of  lerrtslrial  and  aquadc 
wildlife.  This  project  has  the  most  pre-  and  post-eonstruction  data  available  of  any 
wiMlifc  crossing  culverts  and  directional  barrier  project  (Barichivich  and  Dodd  2002). 

A  suite  of  str«ctuT«s  including  lipped  cojiccetfi  walls,  oonGfcte  square  box 
culverts^  precast  concrete  bottomless  culverts,  round  concrete  pipes,  open  median  drains, 
and  reverse  moimi  guardrail  barriers  (Type  A  fencing,  see  next  section  below)  combine  to 
reduce  mortality  and  allow  animals  to  cross  under  the  highway.  The  LI  -m  concrete  wall 
with  a  l5.2-cm  lip  keeps  small  mammals,  reptiles,  and  amphibians  offthtE  hi^way 
CFiBur<isA-7aiidA-e).  '^^        -     *  - ''^'  ' 

The  concept  of  a  lipped  wall  can  be  used  in  any  area  where  barrier  fence  for  sitiail 
animals  (r?ptJlc$,  amphibians,  small  mammals,  or  even  flightless  stages  of  birds  such  as 
ducklings)  is  desired.  The  height  of  the  wall  can  be  based  on  whatever  species  are  in  the 
area  of  concern.  Because  the  Paynes  Prairie  prnjeet  had  species  that  i^-ere  able  to  climb 
high  waifs,  it  fs  likely  that  most  skualions  would  need  shorter  vl'a  I  Is. 


I"  i  My  re  A-7.  iVnt-'iS  Prairie  Hcopassagc  (Florida)-  Artist  rendition. 

Concrete  wall  with  lip.    Photo:  D.  Forsytli. 

www,  rhwa.dot.gov/environmcnt/wild]  ifecrossings/amphibian.htm 
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Letter  171,  University  of  Montana, 

Wildlife  Biology  Program,  Kathleen  Griffin  (continued) 


Figure  A-8.  Paynes  IVairJe  Ecopassage  -  Artisl 
ncndition.  Concrete  wall  with  lip.  ff  lortda).  Photo r  D. 

Foisylli. 


The  height  of  the 
lipped  wait  was  deuirmined 
by  hi^rpetoJogJsts  based  on 
the  characteristk^  of  several 
species  kn^wn  lo  he  in  the 
Area  (allieatar<s  were  a 
primao  Mneem),  Thai 
height  vvas  1  m.  but  an  extra 
0.15  m  was  added  to  ensiue 
cani^itiment  of  the  majority 
ofpatcntifll  Species  (P. 
Souths]  I,  Fbnda  Department 
Qf  Transporiationn  Pcrs. 
Comm,X  The  0J5  m  lipped 
extension  at  the  top  of  the 
Will  was  designed  to  slop  m  anmial  before  it  sealed  the  top  of  the  w^lL 

Motorist  safety  wa£  a  big  consideiation  in  the  des^.  The  Upped  wall  was  placed 
atlhc  edge  of  an  11  m  clear  zartCn  from  which  all  palm  trees  had  been  removed. 
StoniTwaicr  is  removed  through  median  and  clear  zone  drains,  iwhich  also  allows  light  to 
enter  the  culverts  (Figure  A-9)^ 

Conciete  was  s<elected  bec;ause  of  ncdueed  maintenance  eost£»  long-life  span»  and 
the  potential  efTecttveness  as  a  barrier.  Other  materials  for  the  bArrier  ^erc  coniidercd^ 
including  hardware  cloth  and  wine  {cKpensive,  short  life  span,  ihe  snrfare  allows  some 
species  to  climb  over),  and  plastic  (short  life  span).  The  concrete  wall  was  also  simpk  to 
con5;tnict  because  it  was  precast;  die  2  J  km  of  road  (therefore,  5.S  km  of  lipped  wall)  took 
about  2!  0  days  to  construct.  Precast  structures  (wall  segments  and  culverts)  saved 
installation  time,  and  therefore  cost.  The  ^ftowablc  fill'  over  the  culveru  all'Owfi  for  the 
ma^Emum  size  opening  in  the  road  because  it  is  E>an  of  the  roadway  rather  than  reqiiiring 
additional  fill  over  it  (USDA  Potest  Service  website  ht' P. i^'Avwu-, w i Id li j'ecr^>S!iin(3s,info^. 
The  cost  was  listed  at  greater  than  $200^.000  but  there  is  no  indication  of  what  this  valite 
includes.  The  total  project  cost  was  listed  as  S3 -5  million.  This  cost  included  many  aspects 


A-» 


of  the  prnject  noL  related  to  wildlil^ 
mitigation,  including  shoulder 
reconsEruction,  slope  and  drainage 
modifications,  and  a  boardwalk  for 
people  stopping  to  view  the 
Preserve's  wildlife  was  Included, 

A  concern  in  the  placement 
of  the  barrier  was  that  vc^hicles 
might  go  over  the  hpped  waUt 
making  emergency  response  more 
didicuh  as  well  as  making  vehicles 
more  difricuEl  to  see  from  the  road* 
In-sloped  and  wide  clear  zones 
reduced  this  concern  (USDA 
Forest  Service  website  h ttp : ■■'At ww'. wi Id] i Ice rusiiini!.^. i i) r< 0 . 

Vegetation  growing  along  the  wall  has  allowed  some  small  mammals  to  breach 
the  lipped  wall.  Thcrefortj  vegetation  maintenance  is  required.  A  slope  ami  mower  is 
used  9t  Paynes  Prairie- 

The  effectiveness  of  this  culvert/barrier  system  has  been  well  monitored.  A  4 1  % 
reduction  in  wildlife  road  mortality  was  recorded  between  the  pre-  and  post-construction 
periods  (Barichivieh  and  Dodd  2003).  If  birds  and  hylids  tcllmbing  trccfrogs)  which 
cannot  be  prevented  from  access  to  the  highway  by  the  barriers,  ans  eliminated  from 
analysis  there  was  a  93.5  %  reduction  in  road  mortality.  Also,  an  increase  in  culvert  use 
for  many  species  was  observed.  A  reduced  number  of  road  mortality  and  an  increased 
use  of  culverts  are  considered  the  best  Indication  of  a  successful  postage  design. 


Figure  A'9.  Paynes  Prairie  Ecopassage  -  Artist 
rendition.  (Florida).  Photo; 
hnp-Jfwww.  (hWB,doLgQv/environment/wt]dtifec  ross 
Ings/amphibj  an.htm 
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Letter  171,  University  of  Montana, 

Wildlife  Biology  Program,  Kathleen  Griffin  (continued) 


Guardrail  (TyP^A  Fence) 

As  psit  of  the  Paynes  Prairie  Ecopa^age  project,  a  reverse  mount  guardrait 
barrkr  made  of  metal  with  wood  posts  facing  the  traffic  was  installed  at  both  ends  of  the 

These  were  buried  wsth  hardware  cloth  to  prevent  an]mals  from  digging  under  ihe 
fuaidrai  1 .  The  guardrai  h  were  placed  in  reverse  to  prevent  snakes  from  c  limbing  the 
prt^i^^nH  cmMiti^  (USD A  Fnpusi  Servlte  website  httn:/A\TAw.wildl]fccrcis^iini!S  infoi. 

Some  problems  with  drainage  have  occi}nied  in  the  reverse  guardfail  barrier. 
Animals  have  been  able  lo  enter  the  roadway  where  water  run-off  from  the  road  has   r^^.:^ 
created  gaps  under  the  barrier.  Pete  SouthaK  (Fbrida  Department  of  Transponaiion, 
Pers.  Comtn.)  believfis  that  if  the  guardrail  were  eonslrucled  with  an  asphalt  footprint 
base  this  viould  el imi nate  the  drainage  and  vegetation  concerns.  In  th is  situation  the 
guardrail  may  be  very  effective  and  have  lower  maintenance  costs.  A  slope  mower  arm 
would  be  able  to  mow  ovet  the  top  of  the  guardrail  easily.  The  reverse  mount  guardrail 
was  consideiitd  effetiive  for  smaller  animab  (P.  Southall,  Florida  Department  of 
Transportation,  Pers,  CommOn                   i>ir; .       -  -,  .,^i) ;     r      ,-^.^  ^  r     ,?-, 

■■ 

m 

V             •' 
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Figure  A-lO.  Tj'pe-A  Tcnci:  (Paynes  Prjiitie, 
Florida)  Photo:  Barlehivich  and  Dodd  2002. 
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Erosion                                                                                                                                                   ■ 

Sheet  erosion  and  other  drainage  issues  can  cause  problems  and  breaching  of  most 
types  of  hamtes.  Buiy ing  gaJ  vanized  metal  or  aJuminum  fleshii^  to  a  depth  of  20  cm                                t 
could  significajitly  decrease  aceess  to  the  road  by  small  animals  such  as  turtles  and 
snakes  (Barichivich  and  Dodd  2002)^  Alsfl,  using  asphalt  "pads"  may  also  minimize  this                          J 
piXJbLem  (see  discussion  under  "Guardrair  Bection)^  Regular  in^pefnion  of  the  barrier 

should  he  rBquired,    --                                                                   .     .^..-. 

i    '.,.-   ..r           ■•»  •       oifttt^d-^*-?  c/^k,•^'lK^';,iS>t3itej'4fr^'J«*«;• 

Vcgetalion        -0^                                            ^^^^^^^HtaHn|^^H 

During  the  Paynes  Prairie  Ectspassage     ^^BRSP^^^fflH^^^^H 

piojeet,  smal  1  mamma  Is,  snakes,  and  treefrogs    I^^^W^fr^Jp|^9^^^^^H 

w  ere  observed  cl  imbine  ve eetation  ad  iacent  to      i^  '     ^i^ffil^iSK^^^^H^H 

:               1 
d 

I 
1 

M 

it 

I 

the  concrete  walE  (Barichivich  and  Dodd              i 
2O02)fFigure  AM),  Vegetation  generally 
needs  mechanical  mowing  once  a  year,              '- 
Approved  aquatic  pesticides  ore  used  about 
iwice  a  year  on  the  Paynes  Prairie  project  (Ph 
Southall,  Florida  Department  of 
Transportation,  Pers.  Comm.). 

pm  - 

.< 
! 

Figure  A- 1 1  ■  Vegetation  growing 
along  concrete  wall  with  lip  (Paynes 
^       ■  H             •  ,.               Prairie, FSodda)  Phot&j  Barichivich 
.      and  Dodd  2002. 
Maintenance 

Because  of  die  above  issues,  regular  inspecdon  and  maintenance  needs  ta  be 

incorporated  into  highway  plans.  On  the  Paynes  Prairie  lEcopassage  project  mowing 

occurs  about  once  a  year  and  approved  aquatic  pesticides  are  used  about  twice  a  year. 
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ECOMMENDATIONS 

There  are  many  difTerent  types  of  bamcrs  ihat  have  f 
irtimiztng  wild  tifc-bigh way  interaclions.  The  type,  dimeri. 
ften  dictated  by  Ihe  needs  of  ihe  species  of  most  concern  qi 
Ighway  93  Reconstruction  thraugh  the  Ninepipes  area  is  Ei 
ficnem  types  of  ccjfislmction  needs,  no  one  ;ypc  of  wildlife 
tomnmnded .  Like  the  Piynes  Prairie  Bcopassflge  project, 
enlioned  e^ove  is  likely  to  be  needed  lo  accommodate  the 
icountercd  along  this  stneicb  of  htghway  fFipre  A- 12),  W 
jivtns  are  located ^  coitcrete  \va\[$  or  the  galvani£ed  steel  ra 
corpotatcd  into  the  design  because  mechanjcAtly  stabilized 
^ith.  Senior  Project  Manager,  Skillings  Connolly,  Fcrs.  Co 

jfoven  to  be  cfTcciive  in 
sionSn  and  malerials  used  arc 
iiheprojeet.  Given ihalthc 
cely  to  encounter  many 
barrier  c^n  be 
&  combination  of  methods 
various  situations 
lierie  wildlife  crossing 
i  lings  might  easily  be 
earth  will  be  needed  CG. 

■>•'    ,  -••'*  '.-<     - 

*'      '"M-- c 

'-    '          f*'  ^-* 

'k'  -.  - 

1      «  s-  - 

Figure  A- 1 2.  Example  of  a  combinaiian  ofbarriiT 
methods.  Arched  culvert  witb  large  fence  along  highway 
and  metal  rait  for  amphibians  and  reptiles  (Germany). 
Photo:  Bank  el  al.  2002, 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

There  are  many  different  types  of  barriers  that  have  proven  to  be  crTcciive  in 
minimizing  wild  tifc-bigh way  interactions.  The  type,  dimensionSn  and  materials  U5cd  are 
often  dictated  by  the  needs  of  the  species  of  most  concern  on  [he  project.  Given  that  the 
Highway  93  Reconstruction  through  the  Ninepipes  area  is  [ikely  to  encounter  many 
difTcrent  ^ypes  of  construction  needs,  no  one  type  of  wildlife  barrier  can  be 
rBCommendtd.  Like  the  Paynes  Prairie  Bcopassage  project,  a  combination  of  methods 
mentioned  above  is  likely  to  be  needed  lo  accommodate  the  various  situations 
encountered  along  this  stneicb  ofhighway  (Figure  A- 13),  Whcne  wildlife  crossing 
eulvens  are  located ^  concrete  walls  or  tbc  galvani2ed  steel  railings  might  easily  be 
incorporated  into  the  design  because  mechanically  stabilized  earth  will  be  needed  (G- 
Smith,  Senior  Project  Manager.  Skillings  ConnoJly,  Fers.  CommJ. 


Figure  A- 1 2.  Example  of  a  combinaiion  of  barrier 
methods.  Arched  culvert  with  large  fence  along  highway 
and  metal  rait  for  amphibians  and  reptiles  (Germany). 
Photo:  Bank  etai.  2002. 
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USD  A  Fonest  Service.  Wildlife  Cfossing  Toolkit 
httpi//www.wild  hfecrqss'ingsinf o/beia2  .htm 

If  yau  go  to  "simple  search"  and  Xypz  in  ''Pnyncs  Prairie'',  then  click  on  the  name 
"Paynes  Prairie"  detKUi?d  JTifprrnataoii  on  design  dimensions  and  cngineerii^ 
drawings  can  be  found.  r 

This  webs  lie  is  ditccbcd  by  Jacobson,  Sandra,  Wildlife  Biologist,  USD  A  Poicsl 
Service,  Pacific  Southwest  Research  Station,  Areata,  CA 
Phone;  (707)  S2&-1276 
Email:  EJacobson@fs.fed,iJS 


BIBLIOGRAl'HY      "     '^  x.vt/  -u*,. f  .,,:4*    .,^.  sj^r-     . 

VS.  Dept  of  Transportation,  Federal  Highway  AdmiTiistratloii.  Critter  CrossirtB3: 
Link!  ng  Habitats  and  Reducing  Roadkil  I 
ht^://www.fhwB,dol.gov/environment/wi  Idl  ifecrossings/mai  n  .htm 

U.S.  Dept  of  TransportalJon,  Federal  Highway  Adminislration,  Keep  ii  scmple:  ea^ 
ways  tQ  hcEp  wildlife  along  roads. 
ht^i'Avwvv.fiwa.dq>t.gov/crnvimimi£iitAvildUfepriotfiction/ 

U.S.G.S.  Paynes  Prairie  Ecopassa^  Project 

http  ^/www,  f£sc.iiSgs.Eov/Aiiiphib]anB_and_Rejrti  lcs;/PHyTies_Prairie_Praject/pflyn 
flsjptalric_project.html.  For  detailed  information  on  design  dimensions  including 
engineering  drawings^  see  the  USDA  Forest  Service  Wildlife  Crossing  Toolkit 
website. 


^■^  ,;,^J**i*|^  HtjitJj^  ^i^iiJ^W  ..  Ak^i*^'ViJ^t^,ii'   iJiriJ  ^^i^u*^i 
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AFPENDIX  B.    Use  of  Low  Fenci  ng  wi  th  A 1  unii  n  um  Flasii  I  ng  as  a  Barrier  for  Tunles. 

The  following  paper  was  presented  at  and  appears  in  the  Proceedings  the  2005 
Inien^ational  Conference  013  Ecology  and  Transportation  (ICOET)  which  otctitred  from 
August  29  through  September  2,  2005  in  San  Diego,  California. 

GrilTin.  K.A.  2005,  Use  of  low  fencing  with  aluminum  flashing  as  a  barrier  fcr  turtles.  In 
Proceedings  of  iJie  2{)05  International  Conference  on  Ecology  and  Transportation, 
edited  by  C  Lcroy  Irwin,  Pau]  Garrett^  and  K.P^  McDermott.  Raleigh^  NC: 
Center  for  Transportation  and  the  Environment,  North  Carolina  State  University. 


USE  OF  LOW  FENCING  ^VITH  ALUMINUM  FLASHING  AS  A  BARRIER  FOR 
TURTLES. 

Abstract      ^»fti-*ii'..=Tt,vt«  rf*Hfl*i^»<tej^#k-  ,\i  ■.''■^'L^i:^Kv^'§*<uf^.  ^-.r-j^--: 

I  examined  the  effects  of  road  mortality  on  a  population  of  western  painted  turtles 
iChtysemys plcta  beltt)  in  west-central  Montana;  these  turtles  make  up  the  majority  of  ro&d 
mortaEJties  in  a  section  of  highway  that  bisects  the  Nincpipc  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  The 
objective  of  the  barrier  fencing  experilment  was  to  determine  whether  turtles  were  able  to 
breach  fencing  designed  to  diircct  tuttic^  towards  crossing  stmctures  and  thereby  kei^p  them 
off  the  road. 

r  constructed  45,7  cm  high  turtle  enclosures  out  of  2  by  5  cm  fencing  with  and  without  10 
or  15  cm  high  Hashing  attached  at  the  top.  Turtles  were  placed  in  the  enclosures  and 
behavior  was  observed  for  I  hour,  Of  124  turtles,  only  4  (3.2%J  were  able  to  climb  to  the 
flashing.  No  turtles  climbed  over  the  flashing  within  the  time  allowed.  In  enclosures 
without  flashing,  2  (3.B  %)  were  able  to  breach  the  fencing.  The  results  of  this 
experiment  will  help  in  the  design  of  appropriate  barriers  to  keep  turtles  off  the  noad  and 
direct  them  towards  crossing  struclunes. 

Introduction 

In  northwestern  Montana,  U,S.  Highway  93  has  been  slated  for  capacity  and  neconstntetion 
improvements  along  a  90  km  (56  mite)  sectio'U.  An  approJtimately  7  km  f4  J  miles)  portion 
of  this  highway  bisects  a  prairie  pothole  ecosystem  that  currently  supports  a  variety  and 
abundance  of  wildlife.  One  species  r  the  western  painted  turtle  {Ckrysemys  picta  hslif% 
comprises  ibe  majority  of  wildlife  road  mortalities  in  this  area.  'Ilirough  a  cooperative 
agreement  involving  the  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT),  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration  (FKWA),  and  the  Confcdcnatcd  Salish  and  Kootenai  tribes 
(CSKT),  a  series  of  wildlife  mitigation  measures  involving  wildlife  crossing  structures  and 
other  design  features  will  be  implemented  to  decease  the  amount  of  road  mortality  and 
fragmentation  that  current!)  exists  (FHWA,  MD'I ,  and  CSKT  2000). 
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A  variety  of  barrio  and  feiwing  desipshave  been  used  in  wildlift-highway  interacUcm 
prajccts  10  keep  vvildlife  off  road w&ys  and  direct  them  towards  wildHfe  crossing 
structures.  Because  bsirier^  mid  fencing  are  likely  to  increase  ihc  fragmentation  efiecis 
of  highways,  the  use  of  culverts  and  other  crossing  struct  mres  are  importfiut  in 
Tnamtslning  connectivity  (Dodd  et  at.  1004,  Aresco  2005).  Amphibians  and  reptiles  are 
potential fy  less  amenable  to  mitigation  using  crossing  stnicturesand  barriers.  This  is  a 
consequence  of  the  timiied  movements  by  muny  spiles  and  the  low  potential  for 
leaming  compared  with  large  animals  tYanes  ct  al.  1995).  However,  movements  ihroi^ 
tise  culverts  by  ai  least  ^  few  individuals  should  be  sufficient  to  maintain  genetic 
cKchange  while  at  the  same  time  significantly  decrusing  wildlife  mad  mortality  (Rudolf 
2000).  Various  turtle  species  art  known  to  use  culverts  as  crossing  structures  (Forcsman 
im,  Pelletier  2005.  Walsh  2005), 

Rails  and  curved  pipes  have  been  used  as  bairiers  for  amphibians  and  reptiles 
(Barichtvich  and  Dodd  2002),  (Frey  and  Nieders^raficrlOOO),  (Banket  ai,  2002),  as  have 
concrete  wo Hs  (Barichivich  and  Dodd  2002 )h  guardrails  (Barichivich  and  Dodd  2002), 
and  fencing  (Banks  et  al.  2002  ^  Evink  2002)-  Htrpetofauna  can  be  direcled  by  drift 
fences,  which  have  been  vciy  effective  in  directing  movcmcnis  especially  during  capture 
sessions  {Gibbons  et  ah  1990,  Morrealc  et  aL  1 9fi4.).  Ruby  et  al.  (1994)  compared 
behavioral  responses  of  capEivc  desert  tortoises  to  various  barriers  and  fences.  Tiiey 
found  tortoises  responded  differently  to  the  difierem  barrier  types.  Tortoises  were  also 
observed  attempting  to  climb  those  barriers  consiructcd  £tf  wood  (Puky  and  Vogel  2O03). 
While  anecdotal  evidence  cui^ts  that  some  turtle  species  (including  painted  tyrties)  are 
good  climbers^  no  one  has  examined  barrier  fencing  can  be  breached. 

My  objective  was  to  determine  if  aluminum  flashing  at  the  top  of  a  wire  fence  tvou[d  be 
sufTlcient  to  stop  western  painted  turtles  from  climbing  over  barrier  fencing.  The 
panicular  fencing  (ype  in  combination  with  aluminum  flashing  was  used  to  represent  a 
potentially  low^ost  alternative  for  use  as  harrier  and  directional  fencing  at  crossing   -.4 
structures.  -wif^' 

Methads: 

The  enclosure  trials  were  conducted  at  various  ponds  within  die  Mission  Valley,  Montana 
[T20N.  R20W,  Sections  24-26).  All  Q-tals  were  conducted  during  activity  periods  of 
turtles  (1 355  --  1 KOO  Mountain  Daylight  Time),  between  July  4  and  1 1 ,  2004  and  May  26 
and  30. 2005. 

Eight  circular  enclosures  were  built  of  2.5  x  5  cm  welded  wire-  The  enclosures  were  61 
cm  in  diameter  and  45.?  cm  high  with  an  open  top  and  bottom.  On  the  inside  top  of  each 
enclosure  either  10  cm  or  15  cm  of  aluminum  flashing  (fl^8 -010)  was  attached  flush  with 
the  top  of  the  enclosure  (Figures  B-1  and  B'2).  Four  enclosuries  of  each  type  were  made 
for  a  total  of  8  enclosures.  Because  of  the  different  flashing  widths  the  distance  from  the 
ground  to  the  bottom  of  the  flashing  was  different  for  the  2  types  of  cnclosmes. 
There  fqre^  the  enclosures  widt  10  cm  of  flashing  had  35.6  cm  of  exposed  wire  and  the 
enclosures  mih  15  cm  of  flashing  had  30.5  cm  of  exposed  wire.  For  the  2005  trials,  the 
flashing  was  removed  making  the  enclosures  45,7  cm  of  fencing. 


B-2 


Figure  B-l.  Wire  enclosures  with  aluminum  flashing  used  to  test  turtle's  climbing 
abitiiy.  ^  .   v-  .        ^^  .->  -.  .-.  .v 

■  1-t         •        .'f  «*-^ii*:^  .    ■    »•. 

•■-■    «•->-  -  >*j--,'  -V  ■•  ^•.. 

Figure  B-2.  Turtles  in  fencing  enclosure  with  aluminum  flashing. 

The  enclosures  were  placed  at  the  edge  of  a  pond  so  that  the  substrate  was  always  dried 
mud.  Enclosures  were  placed  such  that  tlie  interior  was  bare  or  had  little  vegetation  and 
no  food,  water,  or  shelter  was  provided.  Trials  were  conducted  with  wild-caught,  naive 
I  animals  that  had  no  known  previous  experience  with  enclosures.  Each  trial  began  by 

randomly  assigning  2  turtles  to  each  enclosure  and  placing  the  turtles  in  the  center  of  tha 
enclosure. 

A  total  of  177  turtles  i^-ere  used  for  the  trials.  Each  triat  lasted  I  hour  during  which  turtle 
behavior  was  noted.  Each  time  a  turtle  attempted  to  climb  the  fencing  the  highest  level  it 
reached  was  recorded.  A  tunic  was  considered  to  have  reached  that  level  if  at  least  I 
claw  held  onto  that  rung  of  wire.  If  a  mrlle  fell  onto  iL&  back  it  was  left  afone  to  see  if  it 
could  right  itself.  If  after  I  minute  the  turtle  was  unable  to  right  itself  it  was  turned  over 
by  the  observer. 

Trials  were  run  simultaneously  in  all  3  enclosures  and  observational  data  were  collected 
during  the  entire  hour  period.  Crewmembers  were  responsible  for  observations  in  2 
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cncfosurcs  at  a  limCr  Enclosures  were  placed  wittiin  0.5  meter  of  each  oiher  lo  aid  in 
observ3lionSr 

Data  wefc  analyzed  using  chi-squanc  analysis  to  lesl  for  difftricii«s  in  distribution  of  the 
highest  he^ighi  reached  by  gender. 

Turtles  spent  a  majority  of  Iht  time  walkiryg  the  perimeter  of  the  enclosures.  Only  OM 
tuTlle,  an  adult»  settled  down  fliiid  made  no  further  explorations  after  one  initial  attempt  at 
ctimbing  the  fence,     Some  turtles  attempted  to  extend  their  head  and  feeE  throufih  the 
wire  bui  none  continued  to  push  for  periods  greater  than  3  minutes.  Mo  turtles  became 
stuck  in  the  fencing.  The  presence  of  another  turtle  h  the  enclosure  did  not  appear  to 
alter  behavior.  Occasionally,  turtles  crawled  over  each  other  whi^e  eiiploring  the 
enclosure  and  occasionally  stood  on  the  back  of  anathcr  in  an  attempt  to  climb.  Heights 
reached  while  aided  by  anolher  turtle  were  not  recorded  because  undcrnaiural  conditions 
it  is  unlikely  that  turtles  will  be  at  the  same  place  along  the  fence. 

Males  and  female  climbed  to  similar  heights  in  the  enclosures  with  i  0  cm  Hashing  (x^= 
7.527,  P  >  0,05)  and  tn  enclosures  with  1 5  cm  flashing  (x^=  4.944,  P  >  0.05);  therefore, 
gender  was  pooled  in  subsequent  analyses- 

All  (H  =  177J  tiirtles  reached  at  least  the  1 0  cm  level.  This  could  have  been  obtained  by 
some  turtles  while  keeping  one  hind  foot  on  the  groutid.  In  enclosures  without  flashing, 
75%  (N  =  53)  of  the  turtles  anempted  to  climb  mi  3,8  %  were  «ble  to  breach  the  fencing 
(Figures -3). 


Figure  B-3-,  T^ii\|e  about  to  breach  fencing  cncJoEure  without  aluminum  fiE5lui|£. 


in  enclosures  with  flasbmg,  82%  (N  =  124)  auempted  to  climb  the  fencing  (climbing  was 
defined  as  reaching  IJ  cm  [6  in]  which  meant  that  at  least  both  fn>nt  feci  were  ofT  the 
ground).  No  turtles  were  able  to  breach  the  flashing  in  any  enclosure,  however,  2  adult 
turtles  In  both  the  1 0  cm  and  1 5  cm  flashing  enclosures  reached  (he  flashing  {3.6%  and 
3.8%,  respectively).  All  turtles  that  were  able  to  touch  the  flashing  fell  to  the  ground. 
All  turtles,  except  1 ,  were  able  to  right  themselves  within  a  matter  of  a  mintitc. 

Digging  behavior  was  only  observed  5  times  during  the  trials  and  In  no  instance  was  the 
turtle  able  to  breach  the  fence. 

Discussion     -  ^        :  ^      .     .  ■      r  —*-, •   —  ^  -     .  ■    .      -     '^■"'     ...    ,  . 

Turtles  are  known  to  make  seasonal  movements  (Sexton  195%  Gibbons  et  alJ  I9^j  and 
given  urban  devefopmcnt  today  they  are  likety  to  encounter  ro&dways  during  these 
movements.  Turtles  are  susceptible  to  road  mortality  due  to  their  slow  movements; 
therefore,  fencing  Is  an  important  issue.  With  the  increase  in  the  use  of  barrier  fencing  to 
direct  wildlife  towards  crossing  structures,  it  is  important  to  determine  what  methods  or 
designs  are  most  cITecuve.  One  commonly  held  belief  is  that  turtles  are  good  climbers 
and,  thus,  potentially  able  to  breach  fencing  that  is  designed  to  keep  them  oJTthe 
roadway. 

I  found  that  althotigh  turtles  were  able  to  climb  wire  fencing,  it  is  unlikely  that  many,  if 
any,  turtles  are  able  to  breach  even  relatively  low  fencing  if  aluminum  Hashing  is 
attached  at  the  top.  Digging  behavior  may  not  have  been  an  issue  during  this  experiment 
however;  longer  confinement  may  have  Ewen  needed  in  order  for  digging  behavior  to 
begin.  This  information  can  be  helpful  for  agencies,  such  as  transportation  departments, 
in  deciding  what  types  of  barrier  fencing  to  use. 

There  are  some  potential  problems  a^ociated  with  fencing.  Overall,  depending  on  the 
fence  type,  fencing  can  be  expensive  to  build,  maintenance  costs  can  be  high,  and 
aesthetics  of  wire  fencing  may  be  an  issue.  For  turtles,  if  the  mesh  sizes  are  too  large, 
hatchllngs  and  Juveniles  can  pass  through  or  gel  stuck  in  the  openings.  Therefore, 
smaller  mesh  attached  to  the  bottom  of  larger  mesh  fences  Is  necessary  (Evink  20C2). 
Fencing  should  be  buried  to  minlmi;;c  the  chance  of  turtles  breaching  the  fencing  by 
digging.  The  type,  dimensions,  and  materials  used  for  barrier  fencing  should  be  dictated 
by  the  needs  of  the  Species  of  most  concern  In  the  project  area. 

In  general,  more  smdies  arc  needed  to  find  the  most  effective  and  iow  cost  fencing  so  [hat  a 
system  of  crossbg  structures  and  barriers  will  likely  be  successfully  Implemented  and 
maintained.  Some  specific  questions  that  need  to  be  addressed  include  whether  and  how 
far  turtles  witl  follow  fencing  and  If  thcr<!  arc  specific  conditions  that  cause  turtles  to  tum 
a^^-ay  from  fencing  rather  than  travel  along  them. 


B-S 


It    o:\proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native  files\00-0 1432-002  apxj  comment  letters  7.doc 


US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Final  SEIS 


J-273 


Appendix  J — Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  tine  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


Letter  171,  University  of  Montana, 

Wildlife  Biology  Program,  Kathleen  Griffin  (continued) 


AcknowlcdgcniCDts:  Funding  was  provided  by  the  Montana  Department  of 
Transportation  Project  flR  1 69  cniiticd  Totential  ejects  of  mad  mortality  and  habitat 
JfQg^tmtaison  on  a  papulation  of  painted  turiks  in  Montana\  Addilicnal  support  ffir  the 
DVf  rail  project  was  provided  by  ihe  Confederated  Saliih  Kootenai  Tribes,  the  Summertee 
I- oundaticm,  and  the  Western  Transponation  Institute.  Dan  Pietschcr,  Professor  of 
Wildlife  Biology  and  Dir^tarof  the  Wildlife  Biology  PniEraiti,  Univefsity  of  Monlana, 
provided  importani  input  and  support  throughout  the  course  of  the  project. 

BiograpbJcRJ  Sketeh:  Kathleen  Griffin  fs  currently  a  Ph.D.  candidate  in  the  Wildlife 
Biology  Program,  College  of  Foresti^  and  Conservation^  University  of  Montana  in 
Missoula,  MT.  Her  current  research  focuses  on  popuktiofl  dynamics  and  movements  of 
fieshw/aier  turtles  in  MontanaK  _  ■ 

Litei^tufe  Cited  '  '  ' 

Artsco,  M.  J.  2005.  Mitigation  measures  to  reduce  highway  mortality  of  turtles  and  other 

hcipetofauna  at  a  north  Florida  lake.  Journal  of  Wildlife  Management  69:549-560. 
Bank,  F,  G.,  C,  L.  Irwin,  G.  L.  Evink,  M.  E.  Gray.  S.  Hagood,  J.  R.  Kinar,  A.  Levy.D, 

Paulson,  B.  Ruediger.  and  R.  M.  Sauvajot.  2002.  WildEife  habitat  connect  Ivil}^ 

across  European  highways.  Page  60,  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal 

Highways  Administration. 
Baric  hivichi  W.  J.,  and  C.  K.  J,  Dodd,  2002.  The  effectiveness  of  wildlife  barriers  and 

underpasses  on  UhS,  Highway  441  across  Paynes  Prairie  State  Preserve,  Alachua 

County,  Florida.  Page  37,  Florida  Department  of  Transportation. 
Dodd,  C.  K  J,,  W.  J.  Barichivich,  and  L.  L.  Smith.  2004.  Effectiveness  of  a  ban-ier  wall 

and  culverts  in  reducing  wildlife  mortality  on  a  heavily  traveled  highway  in 

Florida.  Biological  Conservation  1 18:619-631. 
Evink^  G.  L.  2002.  [ntcraeiion  between  roadways  and  wildlife  ecology:  A  synthesis  of 

highway  practices.  Page  77,  Transportation  Research  Board  -  The  National 

Academies,  Washington,  D.C, 
FHWA,  MDT,  and  CSKT.  2000   Memorandum  of  agreement  -  U.S.  93  Evsro  to  Poison. 

U.S.  D^parmienl  of  Transportation,  Federal  Hightt-ay  Administration,  Montana 

Department  of  Transportation  and  Confederated  Salish  and  Kootenai  Tribes.  Dec 

20  2000.    ' 
Foresman,  K .  R.  2004,  The  effects  of  highways  on  fragmentation  of  small  mainmal 

populations  and  modifications  of  crossing  structures  to  mitigate  such  impacts. 

FinaJ  report  to  Montana  Department  of  Transportation.  March  2004. 
Prey,  E.,  and  J.  NJedcrstrafitr.  2000.  Baumaterialien  fllr  den  Amphibiensehutz.  an 

Strassen  :  Ergebnisse  dcr  Eigngngspriifung  an  einer  Anlage.  Page  159. 

Landesanslalt  fi^r  Umweltschutz  Baden-  Wfintemberg,  Karisruhe, 
Gibbons,  J.W..  J.L.  Greene,  and  J.D.  Congdon.  1990.  Temporal  and  spatial  movement 

pauems  of  slider  and  other  turtles.  Pages  20  E -2 1 5  in  J.  W.  Gibbons,  editor.  Life 

history  and  ecology  of  the  slider  turtle,  Smithsonian  Institute  Press,  Washington 

ac. 


BS 


Ruby, 


Mamcalc,  SJ.,  J.W.  Gibbons,  and  J.D.  Congdon.  I9fi4.  Significance  of  activity  and 

movements  in  the  yellow-bellied  slider  turtle  (^Pseudemys  seripta).  Canadian 

Journal  Zoology  62:1038-1042. 
Pel  letter,  S.  2005.  Railroad  crossing  structures  for  spotted  turtles.  Presentation  at  the 

International  Conference  on  Ecology  and  Transportation.  Sen  Diego.  CA. 

August  29  -  Septembers.  2005. 
Puky,  M.  and  Z-  Vogcj.  2003 .  Amphibian  mitigation  measures  on  liungarjan  roads; 

design,  efficiency,  problems  and  possible  improvements,  need  for  a  co-ordinated 

European  environmental  education  strategy.  Habitat  Fragmentation  due  to 

Transportation  Infrastructure-IENE  2003  ;pp.  13  ► 
,  D.  E.,  J.  R.  Spotila.  S-  K.  Martin,  and  S.  J.  Kemp.  1994.  Behavioral  responses  to 

barriers  by  desert  tortoises:  Implications  for  wiEdlife  management.  HeipetoJogical 

Monographs  S;  1 44-160. 
Rudolf,  D.C.  2000.  An  overview  of  the  impact  of  roads  on  amphibians  and  reptiles,  iti 

D.C.  Rudolf,  editor t  Wildlife  and  highways:  seeking  solutions  to  an  economic  and 

socioeconomic  dilemma,  7th  Annual  Meeting  of  The  Wildlife  Society,  Mashvttle, 

TN. 
Sexton,  0,J.  1959.  Spatial  and  temporal  movements  of  a  population  of  tJie  painted  turtle* 

Chysemys  picte  marginata  (Agassis).  Ecological  Monographs  29:1 1 3-140. 
Walsh.  K.  2005.  Spotted  turtles  use  of  a  culvert  under  relocated  Route  44  in  Carver, 

Massachusetts.  Presentation  at  the  international  Conference  on  Ecology  and 

Transportation.  San  Diego.  CA.  August  29  -  September  2, 2005, 
Yanes,  M.,  J.  M.  Velasco,  and  F.  Suarez.  1995,  Permeabiliiy  of  roads  and  railways  to 

vertebrates:  the  importance  of  culverts.  Biological  Conservation  71:217-222. 


B-7 


It    o:\proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native  files\00-0 1432-002  apxj  comment  letters  7.doc 


J-274 


US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Finai  SEIS 


Appendix  J — Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  tine  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


Letter  171,  University  of  Montana, 

Wildlife  Biology  Program,  Kathleen  Griffin  (continued) 


APPENDIX  C   RosdMortaJilyDflia  for  All  Species.  ., 

The  fo! lowing  tahit  and  graphs  depict  all  rosd  mortalities  cncounlertd  during  road  mortality 
surveys  along  Highway  93  fr&m  2&02  to  3004.  Surveys  were  conducted  along  a  (6.4-kni  [4-niik] 
slreich  between  Gunlock-OSson  Road  and  BcavcThead  Lane. 

Koads  within  the  study  area  were  walked  &pproxlmatcly  once  a  week  from  mid-May  through 
Jafce  August,  2003-2005.  In  2002,  surv^Eys  *etic  conducted  beiweer  mid- July  ajid  mid-Scptcmber. 
In  2003  and  2004,  surveys  b«gad  in  mid-May  end!  continued  through  m td-Scptember  with  1  fjnal 
survtv  the  first  week  of  October,  Crews  walked  each  side  of  the  roadways  simultaneously  and 
ctocumcnted  alt  dead  vertebraties.  Animal  locations  were  referenced  to  approx innately  evenly  spaced 
(0. 1  &  km)  numbered  reflector  posts  abiig  the  highway.  These  toad  nmrkers  start  al  1 .0  at  Gunlock- 
Oison  Road  jmd  are  appmjfimately  160  m  apart.  See  Figure  5  in  the  main  document  for  details  on 
marker  locations  ■;  ,:  ' 

All  road  moriality  counts  are  constdEncd  minimum  counts  because  there  is  no  informaiiohoti 
the  prohability  of  recovery  of  road  killed  individuals.  For  example,  some  animal  carcasses  may 
have  been  removed  from  the  highway  by  scavengers  or  blown  off  before  being  counted. 
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Table  C- ! .  The  number  of  individual  animals  (not  including  turtles)  found  during  road  mortality                      « 
^uivcvs  along  a  6.4  km  section  of  Highway  93  in  the  Ninepipe/Ronan  area  from  2002  through  20(K. 
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Road  Mortalities  by  Major  Taxonomic  Groups 
{Reptiles  noe  Included) 
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Figure  C-I,  Tht  numbtr  of  read  mortalities  of  major  taxonomic  groups  (no  rcplilcs/amphibiana) 
from  20CI2-2004  encoumered  along  Highway  93  between  Gunloilc-OEsmi  Road  and  BeaverheRd 
Lane.  RcpLtEcs  not  included. 


Road  Mortalities  for  Major  Taxonomic  Groups  by  Road 
Location 
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4  d  w  jh  ji  3i  If  St  n  w  jp.  I?  3^  ^1  *i  +a  4f  4*  II  w 


Road  Loca!kin 


Fipr*  C-2.  The  number  of  rtiad  mortQliiies  of  major  taxoTiomic  groups  from  2002-2004 
encounlcrEd  along  tlig^bway  93  between  Gun  lock-Olson  Road  and  Beaverhead  Lane. 


C-3 
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i'7^ 


RECEJVEI 

:■;  ■  -PCT  I  0  2Qm 

mrnmsm 


v5s..._..  .-^   >-._..-■■' 


US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

'   ■  ]wmm  FOR  rAfiTlCEPATlffG  IN  THF  fUBlrt  immm  mi.m  V„ur  iiivt^Jvani-nt  Ls  urf.fc.iT  value  lo  kW.  iiroj^ict 
•  twm   [f  ^-ou  wuald  like  lu  submit  wrintn  cnmiiiftiLS.  pl^^^tse  use  ilus  f^nm  a:u!  plr.cf  ii  in  rhc  cainmenr 
■  ■  box  provided.  If  yoLP  ne«3  mor^  time,  pu  bjc  -^ckomt  to  ni.iil  ii  in.  Wr  u.-i.ic  [o  li«r  fr^^n  ytn^L 

■.'tIk  DrafMEli  u-.ab<)  miiabif  for  ^wjnj  in  siA-fliuici£  fOTi^mftiii  at  (te  H[fr  «b«Ef;  |iHp:,^/^^dt,niLp/[Kibir»vcl.e/*iM"hinl 
L--  PEj5tf  indkiK  tiimiineiiti  31*  for  pixifil  CK  67^4. 


v-^uy]^: 


5«>p>»<;^AVf    f^^i-vN  -W-f\fRo, — on    MiQvy    ^"^ 


YJ.-iVMn-PC^v^n 


3 


7^1  I  p.-i^^WM^1n\KeS 


:&cm^,J^\5s:iQJb.— Ari^i^ 


Pkaii  prsn^  ^fiHir  name  and  add^^s: 

Name:       C"^  i/,2c/^v^v^i^_ 
Actdresi: 


f  g.vH^  c4;L"  ^gj-^  __1<^;;^ 


""l^gwua^   .    iftAF      ^*tyOV 


EmaiL 


cH/^H  ic^^t,  t^  ^+  <*<-u^  v^Lj^H^^-t^v .  -^ 


Htm  kwe  jtv  tmw.i\ii  virti  *iih«  M&T,  iliilliri^s 
Cflwiofly  or  tftfitra  i!aff  3tL  jh*  mtEling,  or  tuii  lo: 

^uKiu  CliieE 
.  EnvkoruinMiial  Utmn  Eureau 


L_ 


Mff 


?J 


^    ■Hekiia,HT5?*JNtt[H 

^J   CON  HOI  LIT 


OPEH  HOUSES 

SfplFmbtr  ]B.TM)£ 
i.QO  -  SJM  |)m 
Itiitli  E^liuSs  (Jtiiiil^i 
It.  Ijjialius.  rtt 

4:(Ki  -  f:0(^  |0n 
Rati«  (flmmurtiljf 

Eitnan,  KT 

PUBliC  HEAMNC 

hnrHHi  tsnf.Tiunitif 


Letter  172,  Ed  Vizcarra 

172-1.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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J  r. 


173-T 
173-2 

173-3 


yASTER  FIE 
COPY 


RECEfVED 

OCT  0  5  ZOOS 
EJSfVJROMMEiyTAL 


Jean  Ritey/ Protect  CM  B744  ^WS"  ¥  j  Octobei  3, 2O06 

HDT  EnworHVierttal  Services 
2701  Pfftspect  Ave 
POBax  201001 
Hefleia,  tAl  59620-1001 

Robin  Voglsf 

95S  Blue  Lake  Lane 

B*5tak.MT  59911 

Dear  pfoj^ci  manager  Riley. 

I  oppose  MOT'S  plan  Eo  buifid  hig^i-speed  psssir»g  lanes  (firoiiglv  Itw  scnsiBve  NIneplpes  area.  The  Ninefiipe 

area  mu3<  be  pf eseraed  because  il  is  a  pfemier  wateffowt,  qtiz^  and  tyrlle  hatstat.  I  ask  (tie  MDT  to  fumor 

your  memorandum  of  Agreement  wilh  ihe  ConfKterated  S^isJi  i.  Kootons  Tribe*  mhidi  states  of  1|ie 

Win£pi[jes  area,  "due  lo  the  hi^  eooSogical  value  at  the  landscape,  passing  lanes  are  nci  gppropfiate  anc  will 

not  be  mduded"  in  (hfl  rBcoaslnreSofl  projed  Ttie  rtjadMI  along  Itijs  atfestJy  exisliig  slnelcti  of  highway  is 

unfKECptably  higfi.  To  acM  more  lanes  wnutd  only  muHiply  the  cama^. 

To  he^  deviate  Jhis  desljud»n.  I  atfvocate  Hie  buMng  of  an  elevated  fiighway.  As  outlined  in  altec native  7, 

wriich  is  pf  efef  able  to  underpasses  as  Ihe^  are  impr^ctoi  in  wetland  marsttes.  Please  ensure  (ha(  tiigrmay 

93  issafe  tof  wtldlife  and  peopte.  Thank  pj. 

Sincerely. 


>in  VoQler  & 


Robin  Vogler 


\^\.U^nA\^^,US\^.^^uU 


Letter  173,  Robin  Vogler 
173-1.— See  Response  #11-1. 
173-2.— See  Responses  #17-2  and  49-2. 
173-3. — See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 
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Fmm:  adriaiKfliacccsfunontana.ccm  [mai llo ^adrianrgj accea,gmi>nlana,eQm] 
Sent:  Friday.  October  06,  2006  3:54  PM 
To:  m dlei scominentsni iiepips^firml. gov 
Cc:  In^iiz^yj'Skilliiigs.coiiK  Kathleen  Adams 
Subjt:ct:  Comment  on  US93  Nm^pipc/Rocian  EIS 

October  6,  2006 

To  v¥hom  il  may  cotiLTcm: 

I  urge  you  lo  eon^idL:^  a  bike,  walk  path  iiloiig  llighuay  9^,  to  the  niirth  and  soutli  ol  llie  hig)i\vay, 
and  connecting  to  existing  walk/bike  patlis  to  the  ea.^1  and  west  of  Ronan  and  south  ofl^olson.  A 
network  of  walk  bike  pallis  can  help  reduce  the  negative  impacts  of  tlie  Highway  ?3  expansion, 
ineluding  inereased  iratllo  atid  speed  hy  pros  iding  an  alternative  slower  route  for  short  distance 
ciini misters.  Ideally,  through  a  well  conncetcd  network  of  palhs^  hikervi  can  also  have  an 
ahentative  commute  to  work  even  he  [^'i  ecu  l^obon.  Pablo  and  Ronjui.  A  network  of  bike 'walk 
paths  ean  also  help  safeguard  some  ol  tlie  ]iealth>  ajid  peaceful  lifestyle  this  area  provides,  as 
well  a£  enhance  the  experience  for  newcomers  tlirough  gr^^atly  desired  services  as  recreational 
paths.  A  buffer  of  s^hrtibs  and  tresis  between  Ihis  highway  and  the  walk/bike  p-Ath  would  al$o  help 
reduce  the  noise,  air  pollution  and  stress  diat  fast  commuters  on  the  highway  (ineluding  myself) 
projeet,  I  would  personally  much  rather  see;  a  network  of  bike  walk  path^i  some  distance  from  the 
highway  or  along  secondarv^  roads.  Functionality  and  connectivity  are  of  course  important  since 
the  bike  w  alk  paths  are  used  to  comtnute  to  w  ork  and  to  the  city's  services.  Thank  you  for  the 
opportLLiiity  to  comment, 

MC  von  der  Pahlen 
2195  Twin  Creek  Way 
Ronan,  MT  59854 

4()f>-67("j-45]2 


Letter  173a,  MC  von  der  Pahlen 
173a-l. — See  Response  #3-1. 
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174-1 


RECErVED 

OCT  1 0  eoce 


J,..:,,      US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

'  IHiNOOy  JOR  PMIICIPMIWG  IK  m  mi\i  \mmm  ?mim  Y^nn  ]rsho]vL;jiirji[  i^ofgrtac  value  lo  tlie  |>rojra 
tc^m.  If  yniu  vm\,2]il  lilie  ty  sLilxnJt  written  fJi  mm  frits,  [iJrdSi:  u^u  ilii^  foTrii  mitl  jjlncc  Jt  tn  ili<:  ooinmcnc 
ho^  provicltfif  If  you  iited  niofe  (.imc.  yon  .arc  wcltcinc  to  mnil  k  in.  Wt  wiiu  cr?  iitsj  (nhrii  yn>ii; 

,;  Jl*(.i^[(.S|^Jj..alM'»^        ferrieifliij  jr  lubrninfflg  <pjTifTi(iiii  at  ilie  HOT  ^Iwiis;  >l(^p:l'yvww.m[tl.mL5(!v/pl^1llnTfllvVeiJ...«.^h1fIll 
■''Hi?'^p-^'^''y'^f\'-,  Plnsfindicalt  ccmiiwrati  art  fw'pro^ttr  CH  &7^4, 


Ag^  ^    re.  f^\  c\  e.r\\    of     PO  r.-^^^rx  V^  I  Uy~ 


.JLOJf^JCd 


R\krAjAl_k\U(^.  t>^TV4, 


^  A  I.  L       Gomrn.ur>  \Vi  e  5 


_„.CQ]QrL^d&n 


3 


£c^iD2L_l43Dlsan_±D Ajciee^ 


w'j^Rim  'm^ 


nJvl  btyMmpi-p^^-^^t 


Hejse  prmAt  ifuur  jjjnii-MdjdWru^,   1         U  Fleaie  hjf«  Hor  fmn 


g)m^  Mr  ^^?^^" 


Email:  lIuQM^jan3K^L0^^  l^l 


CohfioJIy  or  Hirerj  sufl  ai  (Sf  tnfetiti|,  nr  mail  (o:  ■ 

\m  A.  Bil*j,.  Pt 
Burtaip  (iiitl  ' 
EiiviKO[>nmiEal  $«)vlc^  fiiineju 

3IH0IH  \,r- 


PLEUE  SUEHFT  imWim  11  OJl  BEFOiiE  OCTO^Ea  i.  im 
IP 


L. 


r^  i4! I L LI N G I  _ 


.■fa 


OPEN  m\m 

£:(]0  -  £:()»  p<ii 
Irihjl  Filitis  Ctt»<«r 
SLl|{i]thjs,  MT 

f  DJ  '  IM  pm 
^DPiil  CDmniuJtiL]^ 
[in[Ef 

]tnin.m 

PUBLIC  HIAA1HG 

kpltAibcT  ]?.  2«1( 
7X0  '  !:04  ptn 


Ck 


Letter  174,  Kirsten  Wayman 
174-1.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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175-1 


L'Vi.Ka  io^.^'\  riLi^ 


W  -^  b       i. 


RECEIVED 

OCT  *>  ^  2DD6 

MDT  Environmental  Division:  '"■ '         """         environmental 

Whife  developing  the  highway  through  the  Nine  Pipe 
area  on  highway  93  you  must  honor  your  originQl  commitment  to 
the  wildlife  in  the  Grea    6y  developing  passfng  zones  in  this  oreo 
it  wiff  only  move  people  faster  through  the  area  killing  more 
animals.  It  will  be  just  like  the  area  between  PJctins  and 
Thompson  Falls.   The  new  highway  is  killing  more  sheep  and  other 
wildlife  due  to  the  increased  speed.  Once  this  oreo  is  developed 
it  will  be  lost  forever.  It  is  now  purifying  a  lot  of  water  in  the 
area  and  protecting  many  species  of  birds  and  small  animals. 
Grizzlies  will  also  be  more  vulneroble  when  passing  over  the 
highway.  Save  the  area  and  stick  to  your  orfginaf  idea  of 
protecting  wildlife  along  with  the  purifying  wetlands.   Thank  yog 
for  your  consideration  of  my  thoughts  in  this  letter.    Sincerely 
Jack  Webster,  502  River  Rood  West,  Plains,  Mt.  59859 


r0 


Ij^.4^,.  d^y>-^^^-^C^ 


Letter  175,  Jack  Webster 

175-1.— See  Response  #17-2. 
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^  ■■■■ 


(§^^ 


176-1 


illl: 


RECEIVED 

■OCTl  0  2006 


US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

TIUHH  m  m  mvmum  in  TflE  mm  INVOLVMENT  ?m.m  Your  invotvemfim  is  yf  grtac  vdue  to  f].e  |>roJKt 

TcAm.  If  yoit  wou]d  like  co  subuiiic  wruicn  coninieiics.  pleisc  use  this  fofm  and  phcc  k  m  the-  coEnnipnt  jL,/ 

host  iiwvjdetl.  Jf you  Jieed  more  Time,  yom  Jirc  wcScoiiie  to  ii^^iil  it  in.  Wc  waiii  ics  licar  from  yon!  ^,.J 

tilt  Drift  LIK  \i  jlu  ivallabk  kv  riewiJig  nr  submiEtirs^  (wuninis  a;  ik  HDT  whibt:  l»li|);//mw.[i>di,rit.|w/ptrbiimihTAfii_Kajliiml  W 

Pleu*  ini&uEE  (HnriBiit!  are  (or  frtjeti  CH  BTJ4,                                                    '  ■-  '^'''  • 


"1/^^  v\,:   rff^\<\c n:i_x£— CVXasi^in-A/alle 


i  i!, 


y^^ 


iLfeE/_WAi-klWS_^pLM~ 


^LSS-pitlCfsS-i ^tXiXX^ 


prv    MiiLiy    "^'^ 


(-■nyMn^C-VMr^r,  -i^|3- 


povY->yyim>\V\p«; 


froJOQ LBaiSQO_ia__A]ci£e_ 


3^to 


^^S^Zgj 


'r 


Phait  pro^^df  j^i^uf  [line  mi  addnu: 

Ham*:  Ous4jaL-LO^li<;,e 


fl?a«  feaw  fCHr  tctnrmns  vOh  (icher  MDT,  Sfcil|ing,t 


FnvkmiTmilal  ^rvitn  Bifreau 


EinaiF: 


5^  J/KW^_ MnflOia  Drpr(miri(  of  IranipMOiion 


PlEflSE  HIBHrr  tDWttEi*^  ftV  {)*  JFftWiE  OaOSf  ft  ^  IDC* 
L.„„, __..._* 


PO  floe  3(HM.I 
Helena,  dT  l?«fl-lCOr 


m^  IIOLISES 

StprtmibK  \t:im 
%m  -  %m  p 

-    ^^  FpIiKU  (tn(f/ 
^iJ^^.HI 
fuod^ 

4:00  -  IM  pm 
Itmn  Cpimrnuftijf 
CnKr 
lhHla^H^ 

PU8UC  HEAaiHG 

Stpl^mbtr  I?.  2^4 
1:50  '  P;(3D  pm 
Iprvsn  (cinMiiil) 
(tnitr 
lanan,  HT 


Letter  176,  Justine  Welker 
176-1.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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ni 


'm 


RECEiyED 

OCT  1  ^%m. . . 

INYueWNm 


%-:X 


177-1 


.i:^d^i[ii(:i]lMjCsiljiJiii  ^ij-1    111  i 

us  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

TWAHI  raU  m  f  UliTICIPATING  IH  1«E  POBHC  Iht^^LfflEHJ  PPOCESH  Your  ^i^vfllvecneiii  3s  tiF|reit  vaJtie  lo  the  project 

ream.  If  you  wuEildlJkc  to  wbuilt  wiJucii  piiimneius,  ptc^Scuie  this  form  nnd  pi  ice  it  in  the  t;ym]i^eiH 

bo«  provkld.  Ifjrau  ncct!  fl>ore  time,  y^nJ  aie  welcorn^;  to  mail  it  in.  We  want  to  hear  from  yciu! 

Itie  DtjFi  itli  is  alia  a^aiE;*!?  rin  viEwing  or  lybmiiiing  EnriPKiHi  ai  iht  NDT  wibslt*:  h[ijn^A*i™.[Trfi.[iimw^puliiufii!w/Eii_eaJHffll ' 

Plfast  iiidiuEE  iwrniiiu  art  fw  ^i\\i\  CN  fi?4i 


".■■S" 


W      .^i 


^-i 


A#  fj^    r^^  ^"^  Aex\\    />f — -lQQAj^£;?£\^AMle^- 


;^n_yj^,oL.^^^— Bi^E^^ 


,5e^pe^£— ^omlit^ 


Connei^^^in^L-' AJJ — 


1=:^=: 


Qow^v^or^W^e^ 


j&zom     "prA^*^  ^ Aiii^^ 


:^s^^maX 


Utaw  pfiivi**  jfMir  naiw  arvd  dik&«t: 

name:  Aoti^a^A^^^Ui^i^^^ 


jl.eo^..^x.i.JMX 


^iSiii- 


Emarl:    .^™ .^ — ~ ^ 

riEASE  Wm  COHHENTi  BIT  01  fllFORE  OaOlEft  6t  lIHJi 


Cannofiy  w  lleritra  ita^!  at  t^  itieetiri^  ar  inail  ta: 

Jtan  JL  ftJIe^.  PE 

Ijfh^  Ctiiff 

[[mrKif^enlal  {tnnDn  turtsu 

Marvtina  Dtpairinieni  cf  TranvpuTlJliBfl 


OPEN  HOUSES 
H[n4a]^ 

^lltt^bE^  It^ODJ 
(:(K)  -  B:(X  pm 
Iribi^  TilntS]  (tDl^r 

Siplimfctr  I?,  ^QCl 

llonart  Coeiniuniljr 
Ctnttr 

PUBUt  HtARlH*- 

TyfSdSjf 

^fptfmb«r  It,  \Wir 
1m  -  ».0D  p-tt 
Ranan  Cnrtttminit/ 
Cmttr 


i.„„ 


» 


JV^ 


Letter  177,  Andrea  Wellman 

177-1.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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178-1 


MASTER  FILE 
COPY 


us  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAH  IMPROVEMENT  PROJEa 

• :    IHAHE  m  FOB  fflltTlClfWIHG  IK  THE  miH  INWLVHENT  PROCESS!  Voitr  iiivolv«meni  is  of  gr«i  value  to  the  project 
■    icmir  If  you  would  like  tn  aubniii  wriLKii  com  men  IS,  plwsc  use  this  form  and  piace  it  in  the  comment 
box  pmvided.  ]fyQ[i  n«d  more  limc,  you  we  wekofirie  lo  mail  tiiti.  We  wini  lo  h«r  from  >'du! 

Tilt  Drafi!  SltS  b  a^so  tiiWe  kr  viewing  4r  subrtiinlQi  («n[iitnu  n  diF  HDT  ytzbiiiv  \mfJhftrtiMiM.ffPi!^b\wti^{i\i_ti.s^\ 
?\t3if.  Mi3ii  <wmim  m  for  prsjfct  til  6^^^. 


"=r" 


4<iJj^-iy^.^..      ^-:       KlAfc^     >^^_4.^'>_\'_,._^>/'^--t\cU^i^ 


A   ^^^^r\i£41^-Ju  ■    ^ .. . 


-REeefVED- 


$I:P  %  2  2006 


IEBVIRONMENTAL 


...-■t. 


Plejst  prKntde  j^ur  (i3in«!  and  addns^: 


Email: __^ 

PIEASI  iUIHtT  OtrfHFMn  BY  OR  EfFORE  OdOCER  6.  Ja>06 
l_ ,W 


Ptuu  leavt  yvur  c^initnEnti  will)  nllm  HDT,  SMing> 
CofitMli^  Of  Htirf  n  siafi  ie  iIv  ntt^iin^  «r  mail  tjii 

jtait  A.  Mtf,  K 

Srirfat)  DiitI 

lEiivironjiHnEaJ  Sirvitti  Bunau 

ttcnt^na  DEparlmHil  cf  TrmsfCrtitiQii 

HelMia,  Hr  S«3a  1001      ^    J     ,  j  t:' 


OPEN  mm 

Hdndlgr 

$:(Kt  -  BdOO  pm 
IriN  frtjitsj  (JtilHr 
Si.  InutHH  H^ 


4:M  -  m  pfli 


Cmtr 

Brain  tqmmunJ!f' 
Ctn£« 


SJ£| 
CftI 


Letter  178,  Jane  Whaling 
178-1.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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"^  us  93  KINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

mm  m  m  pamicipating  ih  m  mm  \mmm  ?mm  von.  i[ivc>]v(;j=i^fnc ,%  ofgic.ic  •r-^'\nc  10  lU-  fiyjiL.! 

■      team,  .[f  ViHi  v^ould  ]Jkc  la  .i^ihinU  w]  ilK-n  amutu^uls,  tiJ4:;iSf  UNt  this  form  ^nd  pliKt;  U  iai  dlC  conuiifiu 
.■     byx  iirovidci].  jf  )'oiJ  nn^-i]  [iiutL'  lirtiC.  yoii  .icc;  v.L'koiUC  [a  [jiail  ir  hi.  Wr  ^^'ani  TO  flCnir  frrim  yyu! 

Th#  OraiE  SEJS  is  a^D  a^alalile  f(H  vMwini  or  iuiminlng  <oiniTttn(i  ai  [lw  Hfll  •i/Ma:  Jiiip://*w*jn[l[.niigov:piibln-*okfr/!;s„ea.ilicm1 
.  dtm  inditatt  MmmeriLs  ire  (or  preJEcL  CN  B7H  . 
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.■  OCT- i  07006 
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AifC    ^    rif'^xAe.rA     r-yf DQj'.^.ot^   Kf^WsL^y. 
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7^ 


P^EAU  ^UGHIT  COtititNTi  Bf  Oil  fiirOUE  OaOSft  «,  IBEK 


tcTi[iglE|f  flK  HeiT'eH  ili1f  z\  (he  mfe[in|,  er  mail  la: 

EiivircrtiwnliS  lervicn  Burtai? 
Hofiiana  Deparcmtnt  tnranipQrt^licirv 

ipo.bm  mm      ■  ' 

(4^  ^Ak-im 


TiiilJ  fjhfn  CtnEti 
StlljiwIti.Ht 
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m  :  '^M  pn 
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CwLff 
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Tundsf 
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Letter  179,  Barb  Wheeler 
179-1.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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COPY 


3£P  2  B  ZOOt 


yASTER  RLEf  ^^^'^^^ 


160-1 


US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

mmm  m  mmmm  in  TKE  public  \mitmi  mil^]  Your  involveji^eiu  iz^  &f  grc^i  vdue  w  the  project 
ream.  If  ^-au  would  like  fo  subniii  written  €0]nnte]iis,  please  ase  diisform  ^nd  pkM  ii  in  [hccommerti 
bot  provided.  If  yrtu  need  inofc  time,  you  arc  wdctirne  ro  mail  it  in.  We  wanr  to  hear  from  you! 

Tht  Draft  SE(S  fl  Jlso  svailAI?  for  viewing  sr  sjkiinirtg  <wnm(nfii  at  i^  M  w(*i1ie:  hEipJ/www.m(([.[fl[.g;cv/^pit1itnv[)lK/tis^eJ.siiEitil 
J^aw  ind^cai«  ccmmeBU  Jit  fer  ji«(tti  CH  8^4.  ^     ^._v 


^^^^  V^/fe^' 


Plui!  firovidr  j^tm^-urnt  and  Jiddre^ 


ridf  f(iij^4U[iw  and  addreji:    ^      /        /;       ^  Pttas!  kaf*  ywu 


Name.    -^,^.— ^- . 
Address;  ^lA^_i^. 


H^fft/a.  itadf  aE  iIk  meein^  er  mail  ii^: 


PUM  ^OHIT  MHHfUm  fit  OR  IfFOff  OaOBER  6,  ^OW 


^^ ^ Edvircninentai  Serviiei  Pur^aii 

^_2^'^_^  Hafllana  Dtf^flETwni  flE  TrarnpertJEiun 

'  ^^"  PO  Box  JDieoi 

— ■ Heleri3,HTi?HO.IOQt 

\Jili\  444  7  US 


OPEN  ttOUSES 

Stptfmtfff  ]fl,IMi 
(M  ■  9:04  pm 
Ti^  Fiin«[  Unler 
SL  Jipahn,  )1T 

in  ^  n%  ?m 

loflin,  HI 

PUBLIC  HEADING 
Tutirdaf 

^epEFjnbFT  HJ^A 
T;(M  -  ^m  prfl 

CEnEtT 
i^nan,  NT 


QIS 


Letter  180,  Richard  J.  Wheeler 

180-1. — The  other  alternatives  considered  were  indeed  somewhat  less  costly,  but 
after  examining  the  relative  impacts  and  benefits  the  three  proponents  selected 
Alternative  Ronan  4  as  the  best  overall  solution,  designating  it  as  the  Preferred 
Alternative  in  the  final  SEIS.  Selection  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  was  based  on 
comments  received  and  is  supported  by  the  City. 
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181-1 


RECEIVES 

PCTi.oaoofi 

mmk 

j;.,r/.".'.-  .■j--^--v...,. 


US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IHPROVEMENT  PROJECT 


TH^HKTOU  m  fmiOmm  IH  m  mWi  ^mmm  PIMEH!  Your  involvtinenr  isdf  grtif  vdue  lo  tSte  pro^ea: 
[Cflin.  If  ytJLi  would  like  to  subinjf  written  cOrrtEnenta.  pteaa  um  ihts  fofm  an  J  plau?  h  in  [hecomnitiu 
box  provided.  If  you  nc«l  more  timCf  j/"a  are  welcome  lo  mait  ir  in.  We  warn  lo  hear  froni  you! 


.-  to 
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fltiit  indicite  (HwnttH!  are  br  prfliicjf  CN  EM4.  '£J     '  j^'J 
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3 
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Email: 
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I... 


rtl' 
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Letter  181,  Krista  Wier 
181-1.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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TKmm  m  fmi\mm  in  m  mm:  immm  fmm  Your  Jnvolvenieiu  is  of  gr^at  v^tue  lo  i\k  [y^cl&ii 
ttanPr  Uy.>u  MiQuld  like  to  subcnit  wriiccn  ooninicnK,  pEnsc  use  ihis  fomi  and  place  ii  in  rhc  commcm 
box  provided.  If  you  tseed  more  tkijeK  you  .tre  welcome  to  mail  it  in.  We  wane  to  liear  fnj]i]  >iju[ 
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Letter  182,  Wilmer  E.  Windham 

182-1. — Biologists  and  wildlife  managers  determined  the  locations  for  wildlife 
crossing  structures  by  considering  habitat,  roadkill  data,  and  tracking  information, 
and  using  their  best  professional  judgment. 

182-2. — Page  3-22  simply  shows  the  project  study  area.  If  the  comment  refers  to 
Alternative  Rural  6  on  Figure  3.2-5,  yes  the  roadway  northbound  and  southbound 
from  Post  Creek  Road  to  the  top  of  Post  Creek  Hill  would  be  on  separate  alignments. 
Also,  Figures  3.2-17  and  3.2-18  show  cross  sections  of  the  couplet  proposed  for  the 
section  within  Ronan. 

182-3. — Thank  you  for  your  comment.  See  Response  #11-1. 
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Letter  183,  Shauna  Wise 
183-1.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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CoiTiiTient  Eornri 


US  93  NINEPIPE  /  RONAN  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT 

mntm  m  tmnmm  in  the  PUILIC  IKTOLVHEHT  PHOCtWS  Your  Hivi>]venie[5t  J^of  gr«i  value  to  rhc  project 
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Pl«je  iiidiaw  tflftwKflu  ar<  for  prcjKi  CN  B7^1 


^-^^J^  /44.^^_.^i:^_j^^M 


^::e^t^/0l^    ^^/J^j^l 


Tribal  f  JMtU  [iMEr 


^^  ^>^  ^^f^^/^.        .  ...  ^----  --  ---^— -  .. ... . 

Oi^      M^-^^     ^    .JaiAn^r*i^  j/^^^^^b^jt^^^  Si  IgnanuE.  HT 

'  '^^  Tu«d»)r 

-"(^^  l*[i«ii*w  l»,  30Di 

<:W  -  7:nD  pm 
R[Hi3n  CgirnKnit]^ 

Ranan,  HT 

PUBUC  HEAAIHG 

StfLttnbtr  IfJHi 
7:D(( '  »^n  |mi 
tdniB  (i 
ten«r 


Email 


c^^-._ 


n£Ai£  mm  wmm  Br  ck  cefoie  oqobek  a,  ^gta 


/"^sr 


Plijje  lft»e  fdm  «mn«n[s  with  either  HDL  Skilinis 
Cicnrofllgf  cr  Htrr«a  itjfl  Ji  ihE  meslirg.  tr  mail  id: 
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Letter  184,  John  Wolverton 
184-1.— See  Responses  #5-1  and  11-1. 
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165-2 


216  N  Mam  St 

SI  Ignatius.  MT  69565 

Oct  3.  200S 


RECEIVED 

ENVIRONMENTAL 


EvSASTER  F.'LE 
COPY 


Jean  Riley  /  Project  CN  B744         ■> 

MOT  En vironmentat  Services  iv' 

2/01  Prosp&clAve.  |- 

PO  Box  201001 
Helena,  MT  59620-1001 

Rei  Ninepipe  Ronan  Draft  EfS 

I  lieve  two  comrnents  concerning  tin  is  draft  EIS. 

First  is  line  liiglily  improbabie  traffic  projection.  After  acknowledging  that  tJie  areas  growth  rata 
has  dropped  to  less  than  hal;f  of  ils  1990's  rale  (and  the  Census  Bureau  anticipates  this  trend  to 
continue  at  least  through  201 0)  the  growth  rate  of  traffic  is  preceded  to  be  more  than  90%  of  that 
period.  This  i:s  spite  of  hawing  said  mart  the  traffic  rate  is  driven  by  population  growth.  This 
lowering  trend  of  tr^c  generation  is  also  likely  to  be  exacerbated  by  worldwide  fuet  shortages 
and  price  inoree^es, 

Addilionally.  there  is  the  continuing  problem  of  them  having  never  been  a  serious  evaluation  of 
the  actual  existing  traffic.  The  results  of  this  omission  is  illustrated  tjy  the  recommendation  ot  a 
lengthy  passing  lane  through  Ihe  Ninepipe  area  so  vehicles  may  more  easily  pass  sEower  traffic 
and  supposedly  reduce  accidents.  Indeed,  passing  and  accldenls  are  problems,  but  in  most 
cases  at  speeds  substanti'ally  in  access  of  the  posted  speed  limit.  Violation  of  the  speed  limi^t 
should  not  be  encouraged.  The  extfa  lane  shoufd  not  be  included  in  the  inlerast  of  both  drivers 
and  wjildlife. 


S^cenefy.  ^ 


Harold  W,  Young 


Page  185,  Harold  W.  Young 

185-1. — The  traffic  projections  are  based  on  a  Growth  Rate  agreed  to  by  the  project 
proponents  as  being  a  reasonable  expectation  for  the  corridor. 

185-2. — The  passing  lane  through  Ninepipe  has  been  eliminated  by  selecting 
Alternate  Rural  3  for  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Also  see  Response  #11-1. 
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FrDiii:  initchi^n  young  finaillo:mayOuttg(Oiyahoo.coml 
Sent:  nuirsda>,  October  05,  2006  2' 1 1  PM 
To:  indte  iscomjnentsjimepipe(§!mt.  gov 
Ct:  lrcti;^i:n}skilliiigs.coin;  Kathleen  Adaim 
Subject:  Highway  93  alternatives 

To  whom  it  may  concern' 

I  am  writing  to  voice  my  support  Tor  a  bike  path  continuing  south  oi  Ronan  through  the  Ninepipe 
area.  1  am  an  avid  road,  cyclist  and  logged  more  than  3000  miles  this  past  year.  Wliile  1  have  not 
been  in  a  bicycle  crash  involving  a  motor  vehicle,  several  of  my  friends  have,  and  1  have  been  in 
a  number  of  close  calls.  While  the  majority  of  motorists  are  respectful  of  my  rights,  there  are 
ahvays  a  few  who  seem  to  resent  my  use  of  any  portion  of  the  road.  Moreov«^,  the  current  roads 
in  l.ake  County  ar;  narrow  enough  that  malice  is  not  required  -  simple;  matlention  can  result  in  a 
collision.  Obviously,  cyclists  bear  the  brunt  of  such  accidents. 

Foi  the  above  reasons,  and  due  lo  the  high  volume  of  traffic  on  Highway  93, 1  do  not  ride  on  that 
highway.  However,  because  I  ride  a  road  bike  and  because  there  are  few  paved  altemalives  to 
Higjiway  93  south  of  Ronan,  I  am  limited  to  riding  the  area  between  Ronan  and  Poison.  A  paved 
bicycle  path  south  t>f  Reman  would  billow  mc  a  transportaticjn  dUiiinativc  ah  well  ak  a  rccreatitwal 
option  that  I  do  not  currently  have. 

I  understand  that  the  bike  path  alternative  is  more  expensive  than  some  of  the  other  options. 
I  [owi^vcr.  I  read  with  interest  a  recent  article  in  the  Missoulian  exploring  the  economic  benefits 
of  the  Coucr  D'Ali^nc  bike  path  in  Idaho.  1  believe  that  a  dedicated  bike  route  along  the  Mission 
Valley  could  have  similar  benefits  here.  .'\n  obvious  prospect  would  be  revival  of  the  Tour  of  the 
Swan  River  Valley,  an  organii^.ed  ride  vvhieh  u.sed  to  proceed  along  Highway  93  until  traffic 
density,  and  resulting  bicyclist  deaths,  forced  organizers  to  alter  the  route.  The  prospect  of  riding 
a  car-free  route  through  an  area  as  beautiful  as  this  is  sure  to  attract  cyclists  from  across  the 
region,  with  a  refvulting  econonue  benefit  to  the  local  community. 

lliere  is  a  growing  nuniher  cif  cyclists  in  this  area,  and  1  hope  others  svill  write  U%  support  the 
bike  path.  As  the  number  of  cyclists  grows,  the  potential  for  conflict  between  cyclists  and  motor 
vehicles  grows  as  well  A  dedicated  route  for  cyclists  dramatically  increases  the  safety  of  both 
the  cycling  and  motoring  public,  encourages  an  alternative  to  petroleum  based  transportation, 
and  provides  a  recreational  and  economic  boost  to  the  area.  1  urge  you  to  choo-ie  this  alternative. 
Tliank  you. 

Mitchell  A.  \'oung 


Letter  186,  Mitchell  A.  Young 
186-1.— See  Response  #3-1. 
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Page  I 


U.S.    Highway   93  Ninepipe/Ronan 

Improvement    Project 
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EVENING  SESSIOhf,  TUESDAY,  SEPTEMBER  19,  2006 
(Whereupon,  the  hearing  was  convened  at  7:00  p-m*  and 
the  following  proceeding  was  had:) 

MR.  WEAVER:   It's  seven  o^clock.   If  all  of 
you  would  find  a  chair,  we  will  begin* 

{Whereupon,  a  pause  was  taken  in  the  proceeding.) 

MR.  WEAVER:   It's  seven  o'clock.      If  all  of 
you  would  find  a  chair,  we  will  begin, 

{Whereupon,  a  pause  was  taken  in  the  proceeding.)* 
MR*  WEAVER:   Ladies  and  gentlemen,  would 
you  take  a  seat  so  we  can  begin  the  meeting. 

(Whereupon,  a  pause  was  taken  in  the  proceeding . ) 

MR,  WEAVER;   Ladies  and  gentlemen,  I'd  like 
to  welcome  you  to  the  hearing  on  —  public  hearing  on  the 
Route  93  Project  from  Red  Horn  to  Spring  Creek, 
approximately  11,2  miles.  And  we'll  be  taking  comments  a 
little  bit  later. 

In  the  meantime,  I  would  like  to  introduce  myself* 
My  name  is  Dick  Weaver  and  I'm  the  hearing  officer.   And 
1^11  be  trying  to  facilitate  this  through  the  group  that  are 
going  to  be  sitting  here  (indicating 5 .   And,  of  course,  you, 
as  you  give  comments  as  you  vish, 

I  would  like  to  make,  first  of  all,  a  couple  of 
introductions,  I>wane  Kailey,  Montana  Department  of 
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Transportation,  district  administrator,  is  up  here  with  me. 
Craig  Genz linger,  who  is  operations  engineer  for  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration*   Lewis  Yellowrobe  is  the 

transportation  planner  for  the  Tribes*   And  the  project 
manager  Lyle  Renz,  from  Skii lings  Connolly. 

We^re  going  to  be  recording  this  this  evening  both 
verbally  as  well  as  a  court  recorder.   And  I  want  to  welcome 
Barbara  Marshall/  who  will  be  doing  that. 

And,  as  ve  ask  for  testimony,  I  would  ask  you  to  both 
state  your  name  clearly  in  the  microphone  —  and  1  *  11  put 
the  microphone  up  front  —  as  well  as  give  your  address. 
And  please  do  that  clearly.   And  1  may  have  to  interrupt  you 
if  you  happen  to  forget  that,  but  it's  really  important  so 
that  it  vdll  go  into  the  record. 

Should  you  require  —  or  should  you  request  wanting 
to  put  in  written  comments,  you're  welcome  to  do  that,   I 
would  ask  that  you  would  sign  that  and  put  your  address  and 
telephone  number  and  all  of  that.   And  you  can  give  comment 
or  you  can  give  it  verbally  and  it  will  be  taken  in  the 
notes.   Both  of  those  go  into  the  record.   It  will  be  input 
from  here.   These  gentlemen  (indicating J   will  be  listening, 
representing  the  agencies  that  I  have  mentioned.   And  so 
anything  that  you  say  or  have  written  will  certainly  show  up 
in  the  transcript. 
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We* re  going  to  provide  for  the  opportunity  ~  by  the 

way,  let  m«  see  a  show  of  hands  of  how  many  of  you  would 
like  to  speak  this  evening. 

(Whereupon,  a  pause  was  taken  in  the  proceeding ») 
MR*  WEAVER:   Ail  right.   We  wili  be 
aliowing  approximately  five  minutes  to  make  your 
presentation.   And  what  I  would  encourage  you  to  do^  if 
you*ve  not  done  this  before  —  because  we  want  to  have  this 
very  succinct  —  I  would  ask  that  you  probably  make  a  couple 
of  notes  so  that  as  you  speak  you  will  have  a  train  of 
thought  that  you  can  get  your  point  across  clearly  and  that 
we  can  all  follow  that. 

Should  it  be  begin  to  wander  a  little  bit|  I  might 
just  say  go  ahead  —  in  other  words,  if  you  start  repeating 
yourself,  I  might  just  interject  and  say,  "Please,  bring 
this  to  a  conclusion,"  And  we  hope  that  won't  be,  but  we 
will  allow  about  five  minutes  for  each  one  of  you  to  give 
yoor  presentation*   We  want  all  coimaents*   And  ws  want  that 
to  go  into  the  record. 

Like  I  said,  there  is  paper  and  pencils  over  on  the 
table  there  (indicating}   should  you  have.  .  . 

At  this  time,  I  would  ask  Lyle  Ren2,  the  project 
manager,  to  give  an  overview  of  the  project*   And  would  you 
describe  that,  Lyle* 
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MR,  REMS:   Thank  you,  Dick,  for  the 

introductions-  Well,  I'm  going  to  read  a  bit  in  giving  this 
description  so  that  I   get  it  right,  but  I'll  try  to  refrain 
from  doing  a  lot  of  reading* 

The  Federal  Highway  Administration  and  the  Montana 
Department  of  Transportation  and  the  Confederated  Salish  and 
Kootenai  Tribes  are  referred  to  as  the  project  proponents 
for  this  project,   It*s  about  11,2  miles  long,   It^s  on  U.S, 
93  from  Red  Horn  Road  up  to  the  north  end  of  Ronan  at  Spring 
Creek* 

The  Draft  Supplement  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
that  we're  taking  comments  on  tonight  will  be  used  by  the 
project  proponents  to  facilitate  selection  of  a  preferred 
alternative  for  highway  improvements  on  this  section  of  U. 
S.  93* 

Let  me  give  you  a  little  bit  of  background  about  how 
we  got  here.  There  was  an  Environinental  Impact  Statement 
prepared  in  1996-   The  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
and  the  Record  of  Decision  that  followed  made  it  a  — 
determined  that  no  project  could  take  place  until  decisions 
on  lane  configuration,  mitigation  measures,  and  a  Section 
4 Ef 3  determination  could  be  made. 

As  a  result  of  that,  the  three  agencies  got  together 
and,  through  negotiations,  came  up  with  a  document  known  as 
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the  Memorandum  of  Agxeeitient,  And   that  Metnorandum  of 
Agreement  then  resulted  in  the  construction  that  you* re 
seeing  out  here  today  on  the  —  about  42  miles  of  U*  S*  93 
between  Poison  and  Evaro*   However,  that  agreement  does  not 
include  the  11.2-mile  section  of  U*  S*  93  that  we^re  taking 
testimony  on  tonight  or  that  we^ve  prepared  the  Draft 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for. 

The  three  governments  agreed  to  prepare  this 
Supplemental  EIS  for  the  Ninepipes/Ronan  section  because 
they  felt  it  was  needed  to  explore  possible  alternative 
alignments  around  the  environmentally  sensitive  Ninepipe 
glacial,  potholey  wetland  complex  and  to  study  in  more  depth 
the  effects  of  the  highway  improvement  on  -wetland  and 
wildlife.   So  that's  the  purpose  of  the  Supplemental 
Environment  Impact  Statement , 

Ron,  if  you  could  kind  of  go  to  the  next  slide  there. 
lUl  be  proirpting  Ron  for  the  —  for  some  of  the  visual  aids 
that  I'm  going  to  use  in  the  presentatiori. 

Okay,   That's  just  the  vicinity  map  showing  the 
vicinity  of  the  project  * 

To  describe  the  proposed  action,  the  existing  road  is 
narrow,  lacks  shoulders,  is  periodically  congested,  and  is 
ejjpected  to  get  worse  in  the  future*   Accidents  have 
particularly  high  severities.   Five  percent  of  the  accidents 
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involve  fatalities,  in  comparison  to  1,7  percent  for 

comparable  facilities  state-wide-  There  are  also  about 
three  —  about  three  accidents  per  mile  per  year  conpared  to 
about  one  per  mile  per  year  for  comparable  facilities  in 
Montana,   Both  the  accident  rate  and  the  fatality  rate  are 
about  three  times  comparable  to  state-wide  rates. 

The  portion  of  the  non- fatal  injury  accidents  in  the 
corridor  is  also  greater  than  for  coitparable  roads  state- 
wide.  Of  these  injury  accidents,  6  percent  were  head-on 
accidents  versus  2  percent  for  comparable  roads  state-wide; 
thus,  reducing  the  high  accident  severity  is  an  objective 
foE  this  project*   The  purpose  of  the  project  then  is  to 
improve  the  capacity  and  safety  of  the  roadway  while 
minimising  the  impacts  to  the  environment. 

The  project  has  been  divided  into  two  major  portions. 
There  is  a  rural  portion  and  an  urban  portion.  The  rural 
portion  is  from  the  Red  Horn  Road  on  the  south  to  the  south 
city  limits  of  Ronan,   The  urban  portion  is  from  the  south 
city  limits  of  Ronan  on  up  to  Spring  Creek  Road  through 
Ronan . 

Ron,  if  you  could  go  on  to  the  slides  that  show  the 
alternatives  —  the  first  slide  that  shows  the  alternatives. 

Okay*   There  are  ten  action  alternative  and  a  no- 
action  alternative  rural  portion  of  the  corridor*   The  rural 
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action  alternative  includes  various  cotnbinations  of  two 

laTi©,  a  iBodified  two  laxi^i    four  line  divided,  and  four  lane 
undivided  roadway  configurations.  Those  alternatives  are 
described  in  great  detail  in  Section  3  of  the  Environmental 
lupact  Statement,  if  you  care  to  looK  at  it*   The  slides 
that  show  these  alternatives  are  available  on  the  table. 
Over  here  {indicating)  we've  got  a  large  board  showing  each 
one.   But  there  are  handouts  that  show  these  alternatives  as 
well  and  you're  invited  to  pick  up  one  of  those  handouts. 

All  of  the  rural  alternatives  would  Include  widened 
shoulders  and  left  turn  lanes  would  be  provided  at  all 
public  road  intersections  *   All  other  rural  action 
alternatives  would  also  include  replaceinent  and  upgrading  of 
the  existing  culverts  and  bridges.   There  are  --  in 
addition,  five  major  wildlife  crossings  are  planned  at  Post 
Creeks  Ninepipe  Reservoir^  the  Two  Kettle  ponds  and  at  Crow 
Creek,   In  addition  to  that,  eleven  additional  wildlife 
crosaing  structures  are  proposed  on  the  rural  segment  of  the 
proj  set . 

So  let^s  go  ahead  and  go  through  the 
alternatives  --   the  rural  alternatives.   I'm  not  going  to 
say  a  long  detailed  description  of  each  but  kind  of  give  the 
salient  points  of  each  of  those  alternatives. 

Going  to  Alternative  1  —  are  you  able  to  see  the 
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slide  up  here?  I  see  some  of  you  going  to  pick  up  the 
handouts*   It  may  be  easier  to  follow  on  the  handout*   The 
Alternative  1  for  the  rural  is  simply  a  two-lane,  undivided 
highway. 

Alternative  2  is  a  two-lane  undivided  highway  with 
one  passing  lane.  It  will  have  an  uphill  passing  lane  on 
Post  Creek  Hill. 

Alternative  3  is  a  two- lane  undivided  highway  with  a 
short  section  of  four  lane,  divided  roadway  from  the  south 
city  limits  of  Ronan  down  to  Brook  Lane*   And  it  would 
include  a  passing  lane  again  on  Post  Creek  Hill. 

Alternative  4  is  a  two-lane  roadway  with  a  short 
section  of  —  same  short  section  of  four-lane,  divided 
highway  from  Brook  Lane  up  to  Ronan,   And  it  would  include  - 
-  in  addition  to  the  passing  lane  on  Post  Creek  Hill,  it 
would  be  a  southbound  passing  lane  beginning  just  south  of 
Post  Creek.  And  it  would  go  down  and  connect  to  the  passing 
lane  that  is  being  built  on  the  —  presently  on  the  project 
just  south  of  town. 

Alternative  5  is  a  two --lane/  undivided  roadway.   It 
would  include  a  shorter  section  of  four-lane  road.   It  would 
be  from  the  south  —  from  Innovation  Lane  up  to  the  south 
city  limits  of  Ronan*   It  would  include  ths  same  —  it  would 
include  a  northbound  passing  lane  on  Post  Creek  Hill  and  a 
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little  longer  southbound  passing  lans  beginning  at  West  Post 
Creek  Road  and  going  dowr?  and  joining  the  passing  lane  being 
built  just  south  of  this  project* 

Ron,  next  —  the  next  slide* 

Alternative  6  is  a  two-lane,  undivided  roadway  but, 
again/  it  would  include  a  short  section  of  four-lane, 
divided  roadway  at  the  north  end  from  Bouchard  Road  up  to 
Ronan,   It  would  also  include  an  independent  alignment  for  a 
southbound  lane.   It  would  split  the  northbound  and  the 
southbound  there  on  Post  Creek  Hill  and  the  southbound  lanes 
would  go  off  to  the  west  on  an  independent  aligninent  and 
then  join  back  in  down  around  Post  Creek  Road.   And  it  would 
include  also  a  passing  lane  down  at  the  south  end  from  Post 
Creek  down  joining  the  —  down  where  it  joins  the  passing 
lane  under  construction  on  the  project  to  the  south. 

Alternative  7  is  basically  a  two-lane,  undivided 
roadway  as  well.   It  would  have  passing  lanes  ■ —  northbound 
passing  Xane  froni  just  north  of  Crow  Creek  up  to  about  the 
south  city  limits  of  Ronan.   It  would  also  have  a  short 
southbound  passing  lane  in  that  same  vicinity,  starting  up 
in  Ronan  and  extending  down  just  past  the  city  limits.   We 
have  an  uphill  passing  lane  on  Post  Creek  Hill  and  would 
have  a  southbound  passing  lane  at  the  south  end  of  the 
project  going  down  and  joining  the  one  just  south  of  the 


MARSHALL    &  MARSHALL   REPORTING  SERVICE 

P.  O.  Box    563,    Poison r   Montana      53860 

(406)    383-5237 


P£tge   12 

pro j  ect , 

The  major  distinguishing  factor  in  Alternative  7  is 
it  has  about  a  four-mile  section  of  elevated 
roadway  —  elevated  parkway  would  be  on  structure.   There 
are  four  —  it*s  kind  of  four  structure  segments.   There 
would  be  a  turnout  observation  area  half  round  at  each  end 
of  the  project  and  there  would  be  two  observation  —  three 
observation  areas;  one  near  Ninepipe^  one  up  where  212 
joins,  and  on©  up  near  Mullen  Pass  Trail,   These  would  be  — 
they  would  be  observation  areas.   And  they  wouXd  be  built  on 
fill,  not  on  structure. 

Alternative  6  is  a  four-lane,  undivided  highway 
continuous  throughout. 

Alternative  9  is  a  four-lane,  divided  roadway 
continuous  throughout . 

And  then  Alternative  10  is  a  —  kind  of  a  composite 
of  a  lot  of  the  features  in  the  other  alternatives  and  is 
the  preliminary  preferred  alternative  by  the  three  proponent 
agencies.   I  want  to  stress  that  even  though  it^s  a 
preliminary  preferred  alternative,  all  alternatives  are 
still  open  at  this  point.   No  decision  will  be  made  until 
after  all  comments  are  in  from  this  circulation  of  this 
en  vi  r onmen  t  a 1  i mpa  c t . 

Rural  10,  the  preferred  —  preliminary  preferred 


l^RSHALL    &  MARSHALL   REPORTING  SERVICE 

P.  O.  Box    563,    Poison r   Montana      59860 

(406)    383-5237 


It    o:\proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native  files\00-0 1432-002  apxj  comment  letters  9,  hearing. doc 


J-298 


US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Finai  SEIS 


Appendix  J — Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  tine  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


F^ge 


alternative  then  is  a  two- lane,  undivided  roadway »  It  has  an 

uphill  passing  lane  on  Post  Creek  Hill,  which  is  northbound. 
It  has  a  southbound  passing  lane  in  the  Ninepipe  vicinity* 
It's  about  a  mile  long.   It  has  a  four-lane,  divided  section 
from  Innovation  Lane  up  to  the  south  city  liinits  of  Ronan^ 
And  it  has  a  two-way;  undivided  left  turn  lane  at  the  south 
end  to  handle  all  of  the  approaches  from  about  south  of  Post 
Creek, 

That*©  the  description  then  of  the  rural 
alternatives.   Let  me  talk  a  little  bit  about  the 
urban  —  and,  Ron,  you  can  go  ahead  and  put  the  slide  up 
that  shows  the  urban  alternatives* 

There  are  five  action  alternatives  and  a  no-action 
alternative  for  the  urban  portion »   All  of  the  urban  action 
alternatives  would  include  reconstruction  of  some  existing 
roadway  through  Ronan,   The  action  alternatives  would 
include  two-lane,  and  four -lane  in  a  couple  of 
configurations.   Again,  detail  descriptions  of  those  are 
contained  in  the  environmental  document.   Pedestrian  and 
bicycle  facilities  would  be  incorporated  into  all  of  the 
alternatives . 

Okay.   Alternative  1  for  Ronan  then  is  largely  a 
four-lane  highway  with  a  raised  median*   So  there  would  be  - 
-  turns  would  be  provided  at  intersections  with  left  turn 
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mid-block,  et  cetera*   It  would  be  a  raised  landscape  median 
to  prevent  those.  There  is  a  short  four-lane  section  at  the 
top  where  it  would  transition  to  the  highway  —  the 
improvement,  which  will  be  built  and  which  is  already 
approved  to  the  north.   And  the  project  to  the  north  is  a 
four-lane,  divided  highway  all  the  way  to  Poison,  portions 
of  which  you  see  that  have  already  been  constructed  and  some 
under  construction. 

Alternative  2  in  Ronan  is  a  four-lane  highway  with  a 
continuous  two-way,  left  turn  lane.   Some  refer  to  that  as  a 
five  lane.   And  it  would  also  have  a  four-lane  transition 
section  at  the  north  to  transition  to  the  divided  highway. 

Alternative  3  is  a  couplet  alternative.   It  would 
have  a  northbound  roadway  on  existing  U.  S,  93  and  a 
southbound  roadway  with  an  existing  right  of  way  on 
Southwest  First  Street  through  Ronan,   It  has  the  transition 
section  at  the  north  and  would  have  some  four-lane  highway 
to  the  south  to  transition  to  the  south* 

Alternative  4,    which  is  the  preliminary  preferred 
alternative  by  the  three  proponent  agencies  and  endorsed  by 
the  City  of  Ronan,  is  also  a  couplet  alternative.   The 
northbound  roadway  is  on  the  existing  U*  S.  93  through  town. 
And  the  southbound  leg  of  the  couplet  would  be  like 
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Alternative  3  ejccept  that  it  would  be  wider  and  have  more 
buffer  areas*   It  would  not  be  done  within  existing 
alignraent.  There  would  be  about  a  30— foot  strip  of  right  of 
way  required  in  order  to  get  those  buffer  areas*   Where  the 
buffer  would  be  —  the  right  of  way  would  be  purchased  on 
the  east  side  of  the  roadway  so  the  alignment  would  shift  to 
the  east,  which  would  allow  a  wider  buffer  on  the  west, 
along  with  a  buffer  on  the  east.   It  also  has  the  transition 
sec:tian  at  the  north  and  south. 

Alternative  5  is  two-lane  highway  with  continuous 
two-way,  left  turn  lane,  with  a  longer  transition  section  at 
the  north.   It  would  also  include  paving  of  some  city 
streets,  one  block  each  side  of  the  highway,  to  accontinodats 
more  of  the  local  traffic. 

I  have  one  additional  group  of  information  to  give 
before  we  turn  this  over  to  —  for  your  comments.   In  that 
regard,  I  want  to  suinmarize  the  inajor  environmental  impacts 
both  beneficial  and  adverse. 

For  the  rural  action  alternatives  traffic  operations 
and  safety  would  improve  all  other  rural  action  alternatives 
there  would  be.   It  is  estimated  between  16  to  37  percent 
reduction  in  accident.   All  of  the  rural  alternatives  would 
be  more  visually  evident  than  the  existing  highway,  with  the 
wider  alternative  and  the  elevated  parkway  having  the 
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greater  visual  effect.   All  of  the  rural  action  alternative 

displace  a  minimum  of  one  residence  and  two  businesses*  And 
the  four- lane  alternatives  would  displace  up  to  two 

residences  and  four  business.   They  would  require  from 
approximately  35  to  103  acres  of  additional  right  of  way. 

Rural  --  the  Rural  10  and  Alternatives  1  through  5  in 
the  rural  would  not  require  acquisition  of  recreational, 
wildlife  or  wildlife  management  lands.  Alternatives  6 
through  9   would  require  acquisition  of  between  approximately 
3.3  to  26.6  acres  of  land  that  are  recreational  or  wildlife. 
These  are  subject  to  the  Section  A  [f)  provisions. 

All  rural  action  alternatives  require  alignment  of 
twelve  mainline  culverts  and  eight  canals.   There  would  be  a 
small  impact —  on  Rural  9  of  historic  stagecoach  routes  ~ 
excuse  me.   The  range  of  wetland  impacts  would  be  between 
15,9  and  41,2  acres. 

All  alternatives  would  improve  conditions  for 
wildlife  to  cross  under  the  highway.   The  rural  preliminary 
preferred  alternative  then  would  improve  traffic  operations 
and  have  the  potential  of  reducing  accidents  by  about  20 
percent,  a  reduction  of  190  accidents,  including  20  fatal 
accidents,  by  the  year 

2004  —  or  2024,  esccuse  me-   They  require  42  acres  of  new 
right  of  way  and  displace  one  residence  and  two  businesses* 
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The  urban  action  alternative  traffic  operations  -wotild 
be  improved  and  accidents  reduced  under  all  of  those 
alternatives,  either  by  adding  lanes  or  shoulders  and  signal 
lights  on  the  major  intersections*   The  urban  alternatives 
'would  displace  from  one  to  five  businesses.   Four  of  the 
five  alternatives  would  not  displace  any  residences^,  while 
the  fifth  would  displace  between  seven  and  nine  residences. 
Right  of  way  required  is  from  2,7  to  12  acres.  All 
alternatives  would  include  improved  facilities  for  bicycles 
and  pedestrians.   And  all  would  improve  the  air  quality* 

The  urban  preferred  alternative  is  a  couplet  with 
improved  intersections;  some  signal  lights  and  two  lanes  in 
each  direction  about  a  block  apart »   It  would  improve 
traffic  congestion,  reduce  accidents ^  facilitate  cross- 
traffic  movements  for  autos,  pedestrians  and  bicycles.   It 
would  require  about  12  acres  of  new  right  of  way,  no  4{f) 
properties,  displaces  seven  to  nine  residences  and  two 
business  and  would  require  relocation  of  the  Tribal  Health 
Center, 

Now,  there  is  a  table  in  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  that  conpares  these  alternatives .   I 'm  not  going 
to  go  into  that.   There  are  handouts  over  there  findicating) 
that  show  that  table  and  you're  welcome  to  pick  up  one  of 
those* 
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In  conclusion  then,  the  schedule  of  events  for  this 
project  include:  The  comment  period  on  this  project  will  end 
on  October  6th*  Comments  will  be  analysed  and  taken  under 
consideration  and  responses  prepared.   Final  EIS  is 
scheduled  —  Environmental  Impact  Statement  —   is  scheduled 
for  this  winter  or  early  spring.   The  record  of  decision 
will  then  be  prepared  and  is  scheduled  also  in  the  spring 
2007, 

After  that  point,  design  could  begin  on  the  selected 
alternative.   The  earliest  that  construction  could  possibly 
begin  would  be  about  2009  or  2010,   Currently  the  project  is 
not  funded  for  const ruction *   As  a  solution  that  comes  out 
of  this  process  and  whatever  solution  comes  out  of  that/  the 
three  proponent  agencies  then  would  take  that  under 
advisement  and  would  start  looking  for  a  way  to  fund  the 
pro j  ect , 

That's  ail  I  have  in  the  way  of  explanation  of  the 
project*   t  hope  it  wasn't  too  long*   Thank  you  for  your 
attention, 

MR,  WEAVER:   Thank  you,  Lyle*   One  of  the 
things  that  always  comes  to  the  forefront  when  you  do  have 
these  hearings  is  about  right  of  way  and  right  of  way 
acquisition*   And  Dwane  Kailey  will  give  us  an  over view  of 
the  right  of  way  process. 
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MR,  KAILEY:   Thanks  everybody.   Thanks  very 

nttich  tot   coioing  tonight*   As  mentioned  earlier,  my  name  is 
Dwan©  Kailey.   I^m  the  district  administrator  for  HUT,     As 
Lyle  was  mentioning,  we  hope  to  have  the  rough  Record  of 
Decision  this  spring.   We  will  then  initiate  the  final 
design  process ,   It's  going  to  take  us  roughly  about  two 
years  to  get  the  design  to  a  point  where  we're  comfortable 
with  the  right-of-way  impacts  and  we  can  begin  assessing  the 
right  of  way  and  begin  acquiring  the  right  of  way. 

That  process  sounds  really  simple  but  it  is  a  long 
process.   It  takes  us  time  and  we  want  it  to  take  time 
because  we're  basically  acquiring  land  and  we  don^t  want  to 
tnake  mistakes »   It's  painful  for  you  guys  and  it's  painful 
for  us  if  we  do. 

Basically  what  takes  place  is  we  get  the  plans  to  a 
point  where  we  *  re  very  comfortable  or  confident  that  they ' re 
not  going  to  change,  We  then  identify  the  parcels  that  need 
to  be  acquired*  We  then  begin  doing  appraisals. 

J^nd   people  will  come  out  to  your  property,   TheyUl 
contact  you  and  let  you  know  that  they're  coming* 
They' 11  come  out  and  review  your  property,  look  at  the 
inipacts  onsite  and  begin  appraising.   It's  very  important, 
when  they  come  to  your  property,  that  you  disclose 
everything  that  is  going  to  be  impacted.  At  times  it*s  very 
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hard  —  you  know,  we  don't  live  there,  our  appraisers  don't 
live  there,  and  it^s  very  hard  to  see  what  some  of  those 
impacts  are  going  to  be.   For  example,  if  your  drainfield  or 
septic  system  is  within  that  acquisition  area,  do  not 
hesitate  to  let  the  appraiser  know  that.   If  it*s  going  to 
affect  the  way  that  you  operate  your  business,  your  farm, 
your  property,  let  them  know  that*   They  need  to  be  aware  of 
that. 

All  too  often  we  run  into  —  everybody  is  aware  the 
appraiser  simply  values  it  as  a  property*   We  begin 
negotiating  with  the  landowner  and  then  all  of  a  sudden  we 
start  finding  out  these  other  issues.   It's  much  better  for 
us  and  for  you  if  we  are  aware  of  those  up  front.   So  please 
talk  with  those  individuals,  let  thsn  know  any  issues  that 
you  have. 

One  individual  I  do  want  to  introduce  to  you   tonight, 
because  he  is  our  district  right-of-way  supervisor,  is  Ray 
Harbin*   He*s  in  the  back  of  the 

room  —  or  off  to  the  side  in  the  maroon  shirt.   It  will  be 
either  him  or  one  of  his  staff  that  comes  out  and/ or  a 
highway  consultant  coming  out  doing  the  appraisal  * 

After  we  get  the  appraisal  done  and  reviewed  and 
approved,  then  you  will  basically  be  contacted  by  a 
negotiator.   They  come  out,  they  review  the  appraisal  with 
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you.   They  show  you  what  the  appraisal  value  of  your 

property  is  and  we  begin  negotiating*   One  of  those 
negotiations  is  to  verify  that  we  did  address  everything 
that's  going  to  be  impacted  within  your  property.   We  are 
held  to  a  federal  standard.   We  have  to  compensate  you.  at 
fair  market  value  for  any  impacts  that  we  have  or  your 
property.   We'll  basically  go  through  the  negotiation 
process  and  hopefully  we  come  to  an  agreeable  resolution* 

What  we're  looking  at  tlmewlse,  as  Lyle  was  saying^ 
is  it's  going  to  take  us  about  two  years  to  get  those 
designs  done.   So  from  the  spring  of  *  07  to  about  late  ^08  - 
-   spring  of  '  09j,  we  should  be  getting  into  the  right-of-way 
process.   So  hopefully  what  we're  looking  at  is  about  spring 
of  2009  you  should  be  getting 

contacted  --  or  maybe  a  little  earlier  —  but  you  should  be 
contacted  by  an  appraiser.   They  should  be  coming  out  to 
your  property,  if  we're  going  to  acquire  right  of  way  from 
you. 

So  I  hope  that  kind  of  gives  you  a  little  bit  of  an 
idea  of  the  right-of-way  process.   I  did  make  it  really 
quick.   If  you  have  any  questions,  if  you  have  any  concerns, 
we  have  a  nice  little  pamphlet  that  kind  of  explains  your 
rights,  your  rights  as  a  landowner*   Don't  hesitate  —  my 
address  and  e-nnail  and  phone  number  are  on  the  —  a  couple 
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of  these  boards.   Don*t  hesitate  to  give  me  a  call,  give  me 
an  e-mail,  whatever*  WeUl  send  you  one  of  those  pait^phlets. 
We'll  be  more  than  willing  to  inform  you  guys  of  your 
rights*   It  is  our  requirement  and  actually  we  want  you  to 
know  your  rights  * 

So  hopefully  that  helps  you  out.   Thanks  and 
hopefully  you  guys  are  enjoying  tonight. 

MR.  WEAVER;   Thank  you,  Dwane,   Lewis,  did 
you  want  to  add  anything  at  all? 

MR*  YELLOWROBE:   No. 

MR.  WEAVER:   And  Craig? 

MR.  GENZLINGER:  Ho.       I^ra  just  here  to 
listen  tonight,  Dick. 

MR,  WEAVER;   Okay.   I  would  like  to 
reemphasize  again  that  these  gentlemen  up  here  are  to 
listen.   There  won*t  be  a  question  and  answer  time.  This  is 
the  time  for  you  to  make  your  statements  either  in  writing 
or  verbally* 

As  I  put  the  microphone  up  here  —  what  I'm  going  to 
ask  is  —  I  We  got  the  list  of  a  few  names  of  folks  that 
want  to  speak.   And  I  have  raised  hands,  so  I  know  there  are 
quit©  a  few  of  you.   I 'm  going  to  put  the  microphone  here 
and  what  I  would  like  to  do  is  begin  hers  in  the  front  and 
go  towards  the  back  and  those  up  front  will  have  the  first 
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opportunity*      Once  they're 

finished  —  ^nd  you  remember,  I  basically  said  we* re  looking 
for  a  time  line  of  about  five  minutes  or  less.  Try  and  make 
your  statements  succinct.  It  will  go  into  the  documentation 
and  it  will  have  the  response  in  the  documentation.  So  this 
is  your  opportunity  to  listen  certainly,  as  these  folks  are 
going  to  be  doing,  but  also  to  give  your  comnaents  for  the 
record. 

I'm  going   to  put    this  microphone   up  here   in   the 
front*      Remeittoer   to  state  your  name  and  your  address  very 
clearly  for   the   recorder.      And  let^s  begin.      And   I'll   just 
kind  of   point    the   right   direction  to   see  who    is    going   to   go 
first.      Anybody  in   the   first   row  here?     Nobody? 

MR.    JAY    PRESTON:      Yeah.      Can    you   just    allow 
me   to  make   a   few  notes    before    I    speak.      Would   that   be    okay? 

MR.    WEAVER:      Weil,    weUl  pass,      WeUl   come 
back.       Come    right    ahead.      Are   you   okay?      Can   you  get    up 
there? 

MR.    BOB  CLARK;      Yeah.      Thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to   comment    here.       I    just   —  my  name   is    Bob   Clark 
and   I   represent   the  Sierra  Club  here   in  Western  Montana, 
Our   address    is   P,    0.    Box   9283,    Missoula   39307.      And  we   have 
1100   members    in  Western  Montana.      We   have    2200   members    in 
Montana   and  750,000  members  across   the   nation  that   are 
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HI,  Bob  Clark 

Hl-1. — After  much  debate  the  project  proponents  have  selected  Alternative  Rural  3 
as  the  rural  Preferred  Alternative  in  the  final  SEIS.  Alternative  Rural  3  is  composed 
mostly  of  two-lane  roadway,  with  the  addition  of  a  northbound  passing  lane  from 
West  Post  Creek  Road/East  Post  Creek  Road  to  the  top  of  Post  Creek  Hill,  and  a 
section  of  four-lane  divided  roadway  from  Brooke  Lane  to  the  south  Ronan  city 
limits.   It  does  not  include  passing  lanes  through  the  Ninepipe  area.  The  proponents 
determined  that  Alternative  Rural  3  did  the  best  job  of  meeting  the  project  objective 
of  improving  the  capacity  and  safety  of  this  highway  section  while  preserving  the 
high  environmental  values  of  the  area. 

Alternative  Rural  7  would  provide  an  elevated  highw^ay  through  the  Ninepipe  area 
with  less  permanent  wetland  impacts,  but  would  have  more  access  and  visual 
impacts,  and  more  temporary  wetland  impacts  due  to  detours  necessary  for 
construction  and  would  cost  $162  million  more  than  the  preferred  alternative  (Rural 
3)  including  the  separated  bicycle/pedestrian  path. 

See  also  response  #41-1. 


It    o:\proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native  files\00-0 1432-002  apxj  comment  letters  9,  hearing. doc 


J-304 


US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Finai  SEIS 


Appendix  J — Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  tine  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


H1-1 
Con' I 


H1-2 


H2-1 


j-'-age  24 


interested  in  wildlife  issues,  particularly  the  four-mile 
stretch  of  the  highway  through  the  Ninepipe  area* 
And  IM  like  to  ask  that  you  consider 

Alternative  7  in  your  final  decision-ttiakirig  process*   We 
f€sel  that  that's  going  to  b©  the  best  alternative  for 
wildlife,  We  certainly  do  not  agree  with  the  southbound 
passing  lane  through  the  Hinepipe  area,  the  sensitive  area 
between  Olson  Road  and  Beaverhead  Lane  in  particular.   We 
would  not  like  to  see  that  happen* 

There  has  been,  during  the  three-year  period,  600 
mamraals,  reptiles,  amphibians,  and  birds  have  been  killed, 
1,000  turtle*   And  so  I  think  everyone  recognizes  it's 
really  a  sensitive  area  for  wildlife,  so  we'd  ask  for 
Alternative  7.   We  would  also  ask  that  the  southbound 
passing  lane  not  be  included  in  a  final  decision.   Thank  you 
for  your  time*   And  that^s  it. 

MR*  WEAVER:   Thank  you.  Bob.   Are  you 
ready? 

MR.  JAY  PRESTON;   Not  quite. 

MR*  WEAVER;   Not  quite,  okay-   Anybody  else 
across  here?  The  next  row*   Would  you  like  to  speak? 
Please  come  forward.   State  your  name  clearly  and  address. 

MS*  Kathleen  Griffin:   My  name  is  Kathleen 
Griffin (phonetic) .   I'm  a  graduate  student  at  the  University 
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Hl-2. — The  alternatives  which  would  have  added  passing  or  traffic  lanes  through 
the  Ninepipe  area  were  contentious  and  drew  many  comments.  After  much  debate 
the  project  proponents  have  selected  Alternative  Rural  3  as  the  rural  Preferred 
Alternative  in  the  final  SEIS.  Alternative  Rural  3  is  composed  mostly  of  two-lane 
roadway,  with  the  addition  of  a  northbound  passing  lane  from  West  Post  Creek 
Road/East  Post  Creek  Road  to  the  top  of  Post  Creek  Hill,  and  a  section  of  four-lane 
divided  roadway  from  Brooke  Lane  to  the  south  Ronan  city  limits.  It  does  not 
include  passing  lanes  through  the  Ninepipe  area.  The  proponents  determined  that 
Alternative  Rural  3  did  the  best  job  of  meeting  the  project  objective  of  improving 
the  capacity  and  safety  of  this  highway  section  while  preserving  the  high 
environmental  values  of  the  area  and  that  the  southbound  passing  lane  through 
Ninepipe  was  not  consistent  with  that  goal. 


H2,  Kathy  Griffith 

H2-1. — The  preferred  option  of  crossing  structures  for  the  kettle  ponds  includes 
bridges  and  culverts.  Bridges  at  the  ends  of  the  kettle  ponds  would  span  the 
shoreline  of  the  pond  at  these  locations  to  provide  both  wet  and  dry  passage  for 
turtles  and  other  wildlife  species.   Bridge  lengths  in  the  preliminary  design  were 
approximated  based  on  field  observations  of  low  and  high  water  levels.   Bridges  at 
the  kettle  ponds  will  be  designed  to  provide  crossing  for  turtles  at  these  locations  at 
all  water  levels. 

In  addition  to  the  5  larger  crossing  structures,  12  smaller  structures  are  proposed  at 
locations  to  be  determined  during  the  final  design.   Location  and  size  of  the  culverts 
will  be  determined  using  local  knowledge  and  the  best  available  science.  Your 
research  will  be  taken  into  consideration  in  the  placement  of  these  structures. 
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of  Montana,   I  live  at  215  East  Franklin  Street,  Missoula 

59801,  544-9937, 

I  was  funded  fay  the  Montana  Department  of 
Transportation  to  conduct  a  study  on  the  turtles  in  the 
Hinepipe  area,  so  from  2002  to  2004  I  conducted  a  scientific 
study  on  the  turtles  in  that  area,   I  have  recently  turned 
in  my  final  document  to  the  Department  of  Transportation, 
and  it's  available  online  the  beginning  of  October. 

In  the  document  I  talk  about  the  roadkill  in  that 
area*   And  as  somebody  already  mentioned,  there  has  been 
over  If  000  turtles  killed  in  a  three-year  period  in  that 
four -mile  section  between  Beaverhead  Lane  and  Olson  Road. 
That  averages  about  34  3  turtles  a  year.   And  that^s  about  64 
turtles  a  mile  a  year,  which  makes  that  stretch  of  road  the 
third  deadliest  stretch  of  road  in  the  world  for  turtles. 
So  my  concerns  with  the  current  EIS  are,  number  one,  the 
wildlife  crossing  structures. 

The  —  in  the  document  I  talk  about  three  priority 
areas,  two  of  which  are  the  Kettle  Ponds.   And  I  think  the 
jption  there  of  bridging  that  is  the  way  to  go.   The 
culverts  that  are  included  in  that  option  are  probably  going 
to  be  useless  in  terms  of  their  size.   And  I  do  make 
recommendations  for  culvert  size  and  placement  in  this 
document , 
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The  scenic  turnout  —  just  south  of  the  scenic 

turnout  is  the  third  high  priority  area  in  terms  of  turtle 
roadkillp   And  there  is  no  culvert  or  crossing  structures 
mentioned  in  the  EIS  for  that  area.   That's  an  important 
travel  corridor  for  the   turtles,  especially  during  drought 
years,  because  the  pond  on  the  west  side  of  the  highway  does 
not  go  dry;  whereas,  the  ponds  on  the  east  side  of  the 
highway  do*   So  turtles  migrate  across  the  highway  there. 
So  we  would  like  to  see  kind  of  some  crossing  structure  in 
that  area* 

My  other  concern  is  fencing  —  or  directional  fencing 
or  wing  fencing  where  the  crossing  structures  are  placed. 
One  of  the  appendices  in  my  document  —   also  there  was  a 
side  project  looking  at  a  turtle *s  ability  to  climb  fences. 
And  they  can  climb  fences .   So  most  of  the  fencing  that  you 
see  that  is  already  placed  in  this  reconstruction  project, 
turtles  can  climb  that  fencing  or  go  through  it.   So  I  would 
like  to  suggest  some  type  of  turtle-specific  fencing.   It 
doesn*t  have  to  be  high.   It  only  has  to  be  near  the 
culverts  and  the  crossing  structures  to  direct  the  turtles 
to  that. 

If  anyone  has  any  questions  or  would  like  a  copy  of 
the  document,  they  can  talk  to  me  afterwards.   Thank  you. 

MR,  WEAVER:   Thank  you  very  much.   How  are 
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H2-2. — The  placement  and  type  of  fencing  in  the  Ninepipe  segment  of  the  project 
would  be  determined  by  wildlife  biologists  and  habitat  managers  using  the  best 
available  science,  and  will  be  subject  to  agreement  by  MDT,  FHWA,  and  CSKT. 
Your  comments  and  research  will  be  considered  in  wildlife  fencing  decisions. 

See  response  #52-11. 
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we  doing? 

MR.  JAY  PRESTON:   One  more, 

MR,  WEAVER:   Okay,  one  more.   Anybody  else? 

MR.  KAILEY:   Don't  worry^  we'll  come  back 
to  you. 

MR.  JOE  McDOMALD;   Joe  McDonald  from  Ronan, 
327  Eighth  Avenue  Northwest,  67  6*"5541.   Do  you  want  my 
social  Security  Number  too? 

MR.  KAILEY:   Sure.   No. 

MR.  McDonald :   I'm  just  here  to  tell  you 
that  I  support  Option  7.   I  realize  it^s  expensive  but  I 
think  it*s  the  best  option.   It's  the  one  we  should  have  for 
our  valley  and  it  really  gives  credit  to  the  wildlife,  gives 
credit  to  the  highway  constructed  that  way. 

If  we  can^t  do  that,  then  I  would  go  for  Alternative 
1  or  2.   I  like  the  idea  of  the  independent  passing 
alignment  for  Option  6,  but  I  don't  care  for  the  four-lane 
that  you  have  at  Bouchard  Lane*   I  don't  care  for  Options  3, 
4  or  5  with  four  lanes  south  of  Ronan.   And  I  think  options 
3,  9  and  10  would  really  be  devastating  to  wildlife.   And 
I'm  sorry  that  Number  10  has  been  adopted  as  the  preferred 
alternative. 

As  far  as  Ronan  is  concernedi  I  didn't  get  into  the 
discussion  with  city  council  on  couplets,  but  I  really  think 
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H3,  Joe  McDonald 

H3-1.— See  Response  #H1-1. 

H3-2.— See  Response  #H1-1. 

H3-3. — The  project  proponents  have  selected  Alternative  Ronan  4  as  the  urban 
Preferred  Alternative.  This  alternative  provides  a  two-lane  one-way  northbound 
roadway  on  existing  US  93  and  a  two-lane  one-way  southbound  roadway  on  First 
Avenue  SW,  with  transitions  to  the  four-lane  sections  north  and  south  of  Ronan. 
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that  Alternative  1  would  function  well  and  would  disturb 
less.   And  we  could  do  Alternative  1  then  alternative  2,   So 
those  are  my  —  I  had  a  question  about  the  stock  crossing  on 
McDonald  Lake  Road,   I  suspect  that  is  explained  in  there. 

MR.  WEAVER:   It  is.   This  is  just  to  take 
testimony,  not  to  have  questions  —  answer  questions. 

MR,  JOE  McDt^ALD:   Okay.   That's  my 
comment ♦ 

MR.  WEAVER;   Thank  you  very  much.   Anybody 
over  here?   Okay,  nest. 

MR.  GARRISH:   My  name  is  Duff  Garrish. 
It's  kind  of  hard  to  remember  what  my  address  is.   I've 
lived  In  the  same  house  for  32  years  and  I ^m  at  my  seventh 
address.   I  think  it*s  56S50  Fish  Hatchery  Road.   I  live 
just  west  of  the  4^  Bar.   I've  lived  in  that  house  since 
October  of  '72,   I  know  that  junction  well  at  Dublin  Gulch 
Road  and  Highway  93 , 

As  a  side  note,  IM  like  to  say  since  your  RamCo 
barriers  have  been  put  up,  I  see  a  real  traffic  hazard,   I'd 
like  to  see  you  put  that  in  your  future  designs.   I  drive  a 
three-quarter  ton,  four-  wheel  drive  pickup.   The  barrier  is 
fine  but  if  you're  driving  a  sedan  or  regular  automobile, 
your  sight  both  north  and  south  trying  to  come  on  that  busy 
highway  is  really  seriously  impeded.   I  see  it  as  a  real 
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H4,  Duff  Garrish 

H4-1. — Generally  on  new  construction  the  location  of  the  barriers  on  the  outside  of 
the  shoulders  allows  sufficient  sight  distance  to  alleviate  any  safety  concerns  for 
vehicles  entering  the  roadway.   The  location  mentioned  is  a  temporary  installation 
and  will  be  referred  to  the  construction  section  for  review  and  possible  modifications 
of  placement  for  improved  safety. 
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H4^2 


Page  29 

safety  issue.   Plus,  if  I  have  my  druthers,  I^d  like  to  see 
those  barriers  moved  back  maybe  another  four  feet  or  so  from 
the  turnoff .   You  have  to  slow  up  so  much  to  come  through. 

As  far  as  the  alternatives,  r*m  really  only 
interested  in  the  rural  *   Number  7  would  certainly  be  my 
preference  by  far.   My  all-time  never  preference,  I  really 
don't  like  at  all,  is  10*   I  think  there  is 
just  —  there  is  too  much  threat  to  wildlife  with  those 
proposals, 

I  forget  which  number  it  is  where  there  is  a  little 
outline  that  is  around  by  Minepipe  Lodge-   I  don't  see  any 
reason  to  sacrifice  anymore  of  the  wetlands.   And  I 
appreciate  the  design  has  taken  the  fact  of  wildlife 
crossings  and  culverts,   I  know  that's  been  presented  in  the 
past,   Montana  has  a  good  chance  to  really  show  what  it  is 
we  have* 

As  I  We  said  before,  Banff  certainly  is  kind  of 
Number  1  in  the  world  for  having  put  together  structures  up, 
and  I  think  we  deserve  the  saine  thing  for  the  property  that 
we  have.   Thank  you  for  your  time, 

MR,  WEAVER:   Thank  you  very  much.   The  lady 
over  here  (indicating) , 

UNKNOWNT  AUDIENCE  MEMBER,-   I  wonder  if  could 
we  put  the  microphone  to  be  faced  a  little  different  so  we 
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H4-2.— See  Responses  #H1-1  and  Hl-2. 
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can  hear  better  out  here, 

MR.  WEAVER:   All  right.   Do  you  want  to 
look  at  them? 

UNKNOWN  AUDIENCE  MEMBERt   I  mean  I^m  pretty 

deaf  but  I  still  can^t  hear- 

MR.  WEAVER:   Come  up  here  and  weUl  have 
the  speakers  speak  right  into  it . 

MS*  VIRGINIA  PICKENS  CORNELIUS:   rm 
Virginia  Pickens  Cornelius  at  28  Buchanan  Street  Southwest 
in  Ronan  59864,  676-3129. 

I  just  want  to  coinment  a  little  bit  about  the  road, 
first  of  all,  from  Ravalli  to  Arlee,  the  passing  lane  road. 
We've  had  a  couple  of  occasions  when  we've  gone  down  there 
and,  because  of  the  passing  lane  coTrdng  up  the  north,  we've 
had  people  that  have  tried  to  crowd  in  there  passing  and  you 
almost  get  head-on. 

I  do  not  prefer  the  passing  lane  deal.   I  don't  feel 
its  really  great*   I  understand  that  if  there  is  probably 
things  that  happen  that  prevented  a  four-lane  highway,  but 
the  space  is  there *   If  you  drive  down  there,  there  is 
plenty  of  room.   This  is  going  to  have  to  happen  eventually 
anyway  because  as  traffic  starts  to  move  further  north,  as 
they  project  out  of  Missoula  into  this  area,  we^re  going  to 
have  to  have  four  lanes.   The  traffic  is  going  to  be 
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H5-1. — The  alternatives  which  would  have  added  passing  or  traffic  lanes  through 
the  Ninepipe  area  were  contentious  and  drew  many  comments.  After  much  debate 
the  project  proponents  have  selected  Alternative  Rural  3  as  the  rural  Preferred 
Alternative  in  the  final  SEIS.  Alternative  Rural  3  is  composed  mostly  of  two-lane 
roadway,  with  the  addition  of  a  northbound  passing  lane  from  West  Post  Creek 
Road/East  Post  Creek  Road  to  the  top  of  Post  Creek  Hill,  and  a  section  of  four -lane 
divided  roadway  from  Brooke  Lane  to  the  south  Ronan  city  limits.   It  does  not 
include  passing  lanes  through  the  Ninepipe  area.  The  proponents  determined  that 
Alternative  Rural  3  did  the  best  job  of  meeting  the  project  objective  of  improving 
the  capacity  and  safety  of  this  highway  section  while  preserving  the  high 
environmental  values  of  the  area;  and  that  additional  four-lane  sections  south  of 
Brooke  Lane  were  not  consistent  with  that  goal. 
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terrific,   I  just  needed  to  say  that. 

So  my  coimnents  are  on  the  road  from  Post  Creek  on  up 
the  hill.  I  feel  a  four-lane  —  and  I  understand  that  there 
is  animals  involved  —  turtle,  elk,  deer, 

whatever  —  but  there  are  also  people  involved-   And  we  need 
to  look  to  the  safety  of  the  human  race  also, 

I'd  like  to  say  that  our  house  is  in  the  line  of  fire 
for  the  alternative  in  Ronan.   I  ^m  not  going  to  coiraitient 
against  that,   I  feel  that  if  it^s  necessary  for  the  safety 
of  Ronan  and  to  push  the  traffic  through  —  because  if 
you've  been  on  Highway  93  and  try  to  get  through  the  light, 
it's  terrible  at  certain  times  of  the  year,  especially  when 
they're  commuting  back  and  forth  to  Flathead  Lake*   If  you 
go  down  to  the  Jolly  Pack  Rat  and  it  branches  out  into  four 
lanes,  that  is  a  terrific  road  into  Poison  and  it^s  an 
enjoyable  route  to  go  to*   These  are  my  comments.   Thank 
you. 

MR.  JAY  PRESTONj   I ^m  ready  now* 
MR,  WEAVER:   Thank  you  very  much,   I  want 
to  reemphasize  again  that  should  some  of  you  not  desire  to 
come  up  and  speak  through  the  microphone,  certainly  you  can 
fill  out  the  forms  that  are  here  and  sign  those  with  your 
address  and  give  it  to  one  of  those  folks  at  the  table  or  in 
the  back  that  you  want  to  put  input. 
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H5-2. — Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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Are  you  ready  now?  Okay,   You  might  want  to  use  the 
rrdcrophone. 

MR,  JAY  PRESTOHt   My  is  Jay  Wilson  Preston, 
I'm  chairman  of  Ronan  Telephone  Company,   My  business 
address  is  312  Main  Street  Southwest,  Ronan,  Montana  59864. 
My  residential  address  is  53595  Timber  Line  Way  in  Charlo 
59824.   And  that's  a  road  off  Eagle  Pass  Trail,  so  my 
commute  into  Ronan  would  be  impacted  by  the  choice  for  this 
road. 

My  first  coinments  would  be  for  Ronan  Telephone 
Company*   In  general,  Ronan  Telephone  Company  supports  the 
preferred  couplet  alternative  through  Ronan,   The  main 
reasons,  Number  X,  we  think  that^s  the  least  impact  for 
building  four  lanes  through  Ronan,   Number  2,  it  precludes  a 
bypass  of  the  town,  which  would  likely  be  necessary 
ultimately  and  was  originally  proposed  by  the  Highway 
Department  in  this  process  now  coming  on  20  years  ago,  I 
guess.   Number  3,  I  think  it's  the  best  way  to  a  allow 
pedestrians  to  cross  four  lanes  in  town,  meaning  that  you 
only  have  to  cross  two  lanes  at  a  time  and  you  only  have  to 
worry  about  traffic  in  one  direction  in  each  crossing.   So  I 
think  it  increases  pedestrians  safety  significantly  over  any 
of  the  four-lane  alternatives  in  a  single  road.   And  fourth, 
but  not  least,  it  will  retain  and  enhance  Ronan *s  commercial 
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H6,  Jay  Preston 

H6-1. — Alternative  Ronan  4,  a  couplet  alternative  has  been  selected. 
See  Response  #H3-3. 


It    o:\proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native  files\00-0 1432-002  apxj  comment  letters  9,  hearing. doc 


US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Finai  SEIS 


J-313 


Appendix  J — Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  tine  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


H6-1 
Con't 


H6-2 


H6-3 


Page  33 

community  and  the  services  Ronan^s  commercial  community 

provides  to  the  Mission  Valley,  inihich  is  critical  to  Ronan's 
economic  health  and  quality  of  life. 

In  addition,  though,  having  stated  our  support  for 
the  couplet,  we  have  to  make  it  public  and  clear  to  the 
Highway  Department  that  this  southbound  couplet  along  First 
Avenue  West  conflicts  with  a  major  telephone  conduit  route 
between  Round  Butte  Road  on  the  north  and  Valley  Bank  on  the 
south.   Ron  an  Telephone  Cormpany  will  require  special 
contractual  accoitTOodations  and  a  minimum  of  three  years  to 
redesign  and  reconstruct  our  network  to  allow  this  four-pipe 
conduit  system  to  be  abandoned  in  order  to  facilitate  any 
road  construction  along  First  Avenue  West* 

And  our  experience  this  summer  in  trying  to  negotiate 
approval  for  moving  our  facilities  to  the  north  has 
emphasized  our  need  to  get  this  negotiation  done  quickly  in 
order  to  give  us  enough  time  to  redesign  and  rebuild  our 
network*   We  probably  have  a  quarter  of  our  customers 
impacted  by  this  conduit  system  and  we  cannot  siitply,  in  a 
few  months*  time,  make  that  conduit  system  disappear.   It^s 
going  to  take  some  time, 

I  only  have  two  other  conaments*   And  these  are  for 
myself  personally*   I  want  to  put  it  on  the  record  that  the 
intersection  at  Eagle  Pass  Trail  and  Highway  93  desperately 
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H6-2. — The  proponents  are  aware  of  the  conduit  system  and  will  work  with  the 
phone  company  to  facilitate  its  relocation/replacement. 

H6-3. — The  warrants  for  lighting  this  intersection  will  be  reviewed  during  the  final 
design  process  for  this  project.  The  project  design  for  the  proposed  preferred 
alternative  includes  protected  left  turns  from  both  the  north  and  south  directions  at 
this  intersection,  as  noted  in  the  revised  Section  3.2.2. 
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needs  to  be  lighted.   There  have  been  at  least  one  fatality 
I'm  aware  of  that  resulted  from  that  intersection  being  very 
difficult  to  see.   And  it^s  particularly  difficult  to  see  it 
corrdrig  from  the  north,  which  is  where  I  always  approach  it 
when  I'm  coming  from  town  and  particularly  at  night. 

The  reason  it's  so  difficult  is  because  the  lights  of 
Ninepipe  Lodge  are  very/  very  evident  and  distract  a  person 
from  seeing  the  actual  intersection  of  Eagle  Pass  Trail. 
The  fatality  that  I'm  aware  of,  the  young  man  who  was  killed 
turned,  oh,  a  couple  hundred  feet  —  or  100  feet  too  soon 
and  was  run  over  by  a  truck*   And  it's  very  difficult  to  see 
and,  at  night,  you  know,  you  can  find  yourself  with  traffic 
going  in  both  directions  and  not  enough  room  to  allow  to 
pass  until  you  turn. 

So  having  that  —  having  a  protected  left  turn  there 
and  a  lighted  intersection  with  enough  light  so  that  it  is 
evident  that  that's  a  major  intersection  is  necessary. 

I  also  want  to  go  on  record  supporting  the  idea  of  a 
separate  bike  path  along  the  route  similar  to  the  bike  path 
being  built  between  Ronan  and  Poison. 
I  think  this  will  facilitate  both  increased  local  and 
tourist  bike  traffic.   I  think  someone  here  referred  to  the 
Banff  area  in  terms  of  some  of  the  wildlife  aspects  that 
have  been  designed  into  that  road  in  Canada. 
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H6-4. — The  preliminary  designs  presented  in  the  draft  SEIS  incorporated  a 
separated  bicycle/pedestrian  path  for  the  north  portion  of  the  project  from  Baptiste 
Road/Spring  Creek  Road  (where  it  would  connect  to  the  path  coming  south  from 
Poison  and  Pablo)  and  terminating  in  Ronan  at  US  93  and  Buchanan  Street.  As  a 
result  of  comments  received  on  the  SEIS  a  separated  bike  path  from  Red 
Horn/Dublin  Gulch  Road  to  Buchanan  Street  in  Ronan  in  the  final  PA  in  the  final 
SEIS.  See  FSEIS  Section  3.1.4. 
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I  remember  a  time  1  went  through  the  Banff  area,  and 
I  was  absolutely  astounded  by  the  amount  of  bike  traffic  in 
that  area  in  the  summertintep   And  I  think  that  this  valley 
has  at  least  the  same  potential  to  attract  bike  tourists 
that  the  Banff  area  does-   If  we  had  a  separate  bike  path 
from  Missoula  to  Poison,  I  think  you'd  see  a  lot  of  bike 
touirlst  activity  that  would  develop*   That  ^3  a  world  class 
route*   It^s  a  world  class  scenery*   And  if  we  had  a  safe 
way  for  bikes  to  make  that  route,  I  think  it  would  be  a  very 
significant  benefit  not  only  for  the  valley  but  to  the  state 
—  the  state's  tourism.   Thank  you. 

MR.  WEAVER:   Any  volunteers? 

MS.  CONNIE  STEVENS:   I  want  to  talk. 

MR.  WEAVER:   Sure,  absolutely*   We* re  going 
to  the  back.   Hang  on,  we'll  get  there* 

MS.  CONNIE  STEVENS:   I'm  Connie  Stevens,   I 
own  the  Tom  &  Connie *s  Countryside  Cafe  at  the  Charlo  turn* 
I  am  very  much  against  the  Number  7*   You  know  here  about 
six  or  seven  years  ago  we  went  through  all  the  construction 
and  everything  for  turn  lanes  and  all  the  other  mess.   I 
mean  if  you  do  that,  our  businesses  are  gone.   Urban  Long 
and  I  both  sold  land  for  the  turnout  and  the  turn  going  to 
Charlo  and  I  just  —  so  far  I  haven't  seen  anybody  offering 
us  money  for  our  hand  that  they're  going  to  take  our 
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H7,  Connie  Stevens 

H7-1. — Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

H7-2. — The  business  would  retain  access  and  not  be  displaced  by  any  of  the 
alternatives.  See  DSEIS  page  5-30,  and  the  Relocation  Assistance  Conceptual 
Study,  available  at  the  Skillings  Connolly  project  website 

http://www.skillings.com/US93/Index.htm  under  "publications"  (click  the  second 
bullet,  then  Resource  Reports/Relocation  Assistance  Conceptual  Study).  This 
website  will  be  maintained  at  least  until  the  Record  of  Decision  is  signed  following 
publication  of  the  final  SEIS. 
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businesses,  so  I*m  against  it, 

MR.  KAILEY:   Thank  you,  Connie, 
MR.  WEAVER  J   Thank  you.   Back  in  here, 
across  here.   We're  getting  there »  All  right.   Ladies 
first* 

MS.  PAT  HURLEY:   My  name  is  Pat  Hurley,   I 
live  at  27000  Highway  93  in  Ravalli.   And^  first  of  all,  I 
vigorously  oppose  the  southbound  passing  lane  that  is  part 
of  Alternative  Nuniber  10.   The  rest  of  that  alternative  is 
tnoderately  acceptable  but  the  southbound,  passing  lane  occurs 
in  one  of  the  sensitive  parts  of  a  very  sensitive  area  and 
adds  nothing  to  the  level  of  service  and  safety  as  described 
in  the  document. 

There  are  three  better  alternatives  from  my  point  of 
view.   Numbers  3  and  4  are  equal  to  or  better  than 
Alternative  10  in  regards  to  level  of  service  and  safety  and 
doesn^t  seem  to  speed  up  the  traffic  quite  as  much  for  the 
wildlife*   In  both  of  those  cases  the  opportunistic  passer 
is  up  at  the  area  wh^re  traffic  is  being  recruited  and  being 
moved,  not  down  into  the  wildlife  area  where  traffic  is 
removing  smoothly  anyway. 

But I  of  course/  the  best  alternative  from  my  point  of 
view  is  Alternative  7,  which  is  the  raised  parkway. 

We  We  chosen  to  make  Highway  93  a  model  for  the 
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H8,  Pat  Hurley 

H8-1. — See  Response  #Hl-2. 

H8-2. — The  Preferred  Alternative  selected  for  the  final  SEIS  is  Alternative  Rural  3. 

H8-3.— See  Response  #H1-1. 


It    o:\proj\00-01432-002\wp  files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native  files\00-0 1432-002  apxj  comment  letters  9,  hearing. doc 


US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  Finai  SEIS 


J-317 


Appendix  J — Public  and  Agency  Comments  on  tine  Draft  SEIS  and  Responses 


H8-3 
Co  n't 


H9-1 


H9-2 


country  for  wildlife  and  human- friendly  travel.   And 
Ninepips  is  the  Jewell  of  this  area.   So  it  would  seem 
perfectly  rational  to  go  out  of  our  way  to  develop  a  highway 
design  that  satisfies  and  honors  Highway  93  as  the  best  of 
the  best  of  the  best  in  the  area*   Thank  you. 

MR.  WEAVER  J   Thank  you,  Ms,  Hurley,   In  the 
back  ♦ 

MR.  BEARHEAD  SWANEY :   Can  I  go  now? 

MR,  WEAVERS   You  betcha. 

MR*  BEARHEAD  SWNEY ;   My  nairve  is  Baarhead 
Swaney  and  I  live  on  the  highway  down  at  Post  Creek  right  on 
the  creek.   And  we  seem  to  be  talking  about  sensitive  areas 
as  Winepipe  but  we're  not  mentioning  my  place  there  at  Post 
Creek,  which  is  more  sensitive,  in  toy   opinion,  than  Ninepipe 
is.   We^ve  had  two  grizzly  bears  killed  there  in  the  last 
three  years.   We've  had  a  number  of  deer  killed  there.   And 
there  is  a  deer  crossing  and  a  grizzly  bear  crossing. 

It  impacts  my  place  because  I  don't  know  what  is 
going  to  happen  if  they  talk  about  building  a  bridge  from 
about  Hunts  Timber  to  the  top  of  the  hill  and  how  that  will 
impact  me   there  at  Post  Creek,   Will  it  be  taking  more  land? 
I  don  *  t  know. 

And  as  far  as  the  causeway  or  T^atever  you  call  it  up 
at  Ninepipe  ~  and  you  say  it  will  cost  an  extra  $110 
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H9,  Bearhead  Swaney 

H9-1. — This  long  bridge  feature  was  included  in  Alternative  Rural  7,  which  w^as  not 
selected.   See  Response  Hl-1  for  the  rationale  for  selecting  Alternative  Rural  3.  The 
Post  Creek  bridge  is  not  as  long  on  Alternative  Rural  3.  Alternative  3  will  have  less 
impact  to  your  property  than  Alternative  Rural  7,  A  narrow  strip  of  land  will  be 
required,  but  will  not  include  acquisition  of  any  of  the  existing  improvements  and 
there  may  be  access  issues  with  your  approach  under  the  selected  alternative.  The 
amount  of  land  required  and  the  access  issues  will  be  further  examined  during  the 
final  design  process  and  if  access  cannot  safely  be  provided  at  the  existing  location, 
the  existing  access  may  have  to  be  relocated. 

H9-2.— See  Response  #H1-1. 
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million,  Weill  for  your  information,  that  would  last  in 

Iraq  war  about  10  hours »   So  don*t  worry  about  the  monsy 
involved p   And  if  you  include  the  causeway  at  Post  Creek, 

which  I  onc^  heard,  then  we* 11  say,  "Okay,  it^s  a  day  of 
■^q  war . " 

But,  in  any  event,  we  ail  moved  here,  we  live  here* 
I've  lived  here  all  iiiy  life  because  we  like  the  small 
comminity.   We  like  the  small  atmosphere  of  the  community* 
And  all  of  us  talked  —   and  many  of  us  talked  conservative 
and  liberal  —  we  didn^t  want  to  turn  into  the  Bitterroot . 
We  didn't  want  to  be  another  Bitterroot*   And  other  people 
say,  "Well,  it's  going  to  happen  anyhow"  and  didn^t  want  to 
fight  It.   That's  buffalo  dust.   They  should  fight  it.   If  I 
had  my  way,  I  would  have  solved  your  problem.   I  would  have 
plowed  up  Highway  93  from  Eiraro  north  to  the  reservation 
border,  but  I  didn't  have  my  way*   And  so  the  council  —  the 
Tribal  Council  had  the  best  opportunity  to  do  the  most  for 
or  against  this  highway,  but  there  is  none  of  them  here 
tonight.   None,   Our  representation  as  tribal  members  is 
damn  poor. 

So  while  I  guess  I  can't  stop  the  highway,  I 
certainly  can  say  —  and  I  —  because  I  just  had  supper  at 
Connie's  Restaurant  tonight,  why  do  you  want  to  extend  a 
parkway  that  long  past  her  place.   I  wasn't  realized  that 


MARSHALL    &   MARSHALL   REPORTING  SERVICE 

P.  O.  Box   568^    Poison^  Montana      59860 

(406)    883-5237 


H9-3. — Comment  noted. 

H9-4. — The  limits  of  the  raised  parkway  in  Alternative  Rural  7  were  extended  north 
of  Ninepipe  to  Crow  creek  because  of  the  concern  for  wildlife  and  wetlands. 

Also  see  Response  H9-1  above. 
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Ninepipe  Reservoir  went  all  the  >/aY  up  there. 

But  to  me  I  don't  know  vjhat  is  going  to  happen  at  ray 
place  and  my  daughter's  place,   What  are  we  going  to  do? 

Are  we  going  —  what  kind  of  arrangenvents  have  been  made? 
Are  they  going  to  take  some  of  the  land?  Are  they  not?   I 
don^t  know.   So  those  are  my  statements. 

Oh,  by  the  way,  I  didn^t  give  you  my  address* 
Bearhead  Swaney,  Box  524,  St-  Ignatius. 

MR,  KAILEY;   Thank  you,  Bearhead, 

MR.  WEAVER:   Thank  you* 
Mr,  Swaney. 

MR.  BUD  CHEFF:   My  name  is  Bud  Cheff, 
Junior*   Hy  address  is  2390  Pullman  Pass  Trail*   And  I 'm  a 
lifetime  resident  here  in  this  valley,   I  was  bom  here  and 
my  --  some  of  the  comments  I've  heard  on  the  wildlife,  I^m  a 
person  who  wants  to  try  to  save  every  wildlife  or  turtle, 
whatever  you  have,  if  possible,  but  I^m  definitely  against 
Alternative  7*   I  think  it's  a  pretty  dumb  thing.   And  I  am 
for  Alternative  10.   But  I  would  like  to  see  some  changes  in 
it,  but  that  can  come  later  during  the  studies*   I  guess 
that  takes  care  of  it, 

MR.  KAILEY:   Thanks,  Bud. 

MR.  WEAVER;   Richard*  Oh,  no* 

MR.  TOM  SMITH:   I^m  Tom  Smith.   I  live  at 
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HIO,  Bud  Cheff,  Jr. 

HlO-1. — See  Response  #H1-1. 


Hll,  Tom  Smith 

HI  1-1. — The  1996  final  US  93  EIS  contained  an  extensive  comparison  of  the  safety 
effects  of  a  four-lane  highway  versus  a  two-lane  highway  for  a  section  of  US  93 
from  RP  0.6  to  6.3,  which  is  about  30  miles  south  of  this  project.  The  comparison 
was  for  a  5-year  period  before  and  after  this  section  was  improved  from  a  two-lane 
roadway  to  a  four-lane  roadway.  Since  this  is  a  Supplemental  EIS,  we  did  not  repeat 
the  presentation  in  the  SEIS.  The  comparison  showed  that  even  though  there  was  a 
31  percent  increase  in  traffic  volumes,  there  was  a  significant  reduction  in  numbers 
of  accidents,  accidents  per  mile,  accidents  per  million  vehicle  miles,  and  fatalities. 
There  was,  however,  an  increase  in  accidents  in  icy  or  snowy  conditions. 
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53950  Marsh  Creek  Road,  Charlo,   I  have  a  couple  things  IM 

like  to  mention.   One  is  that  on  the  EIS,  vrtiich  I  have  had 
the  chance  to  read,  most  of  it,  four-lane  highways  are 
uniformly  described  as  a  safety  benefit , 

And  I  think  it ^3  worth  keeping  in  mind  that  there  are 
some  negatives  too.   And  that's  been  well  demonstrated  by  a 
lot  of  studies*   There  is  no  question  we  need  a  safer  road 
and  everybody  is  for  wider  shoulders  and  left-hand  turns  and 
fewer  entrances  and  things  like  that.   But  everybody  knows 
also  that  on  a  four-lane  highway  people  drive  faster.   Speed 
is  already  a  factor  in  a  lot  of  accidents. 

And  they're  planning  to  have  a  left-hand  turn  base  at 
all  the  major  intersections,  like  where  there  are  county 
roads,  but  there  is  an  average  of  about  —  I  think  even  with 
the  fewer  entrances  they^ re  planning,  I  think  there  is  still 
going  to  be  an  average  of  something  like  eight  or  nine  per 
n.ile  between  those  county  roads,  entrances  to  driveways  and 
things  like  that* 

And  so  all  the  people  turning  left  into  those  off  the 
highway  will  be  coming  to  a  dead  stop  in  the  fast  lane.   And 
especially  in  winter,  on  icy  roads  and  things,  that  can  b&  a 
hazard. 

So  there  are  certain  ways  in  which  on  highways  where 
there  are  a  lot  of  entrances  per  mile  like  ours,  two  lanes 
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sometimes  actually  have  lower  accident  rates  in  those  kinds 
of  situations.   Another  thing  is  that  all  those 
intersections  become  more  complicated  when  you  have  multiple 
lanes . 

And  so  if  you're  turning  left  onto  the  highway  or  if 
you ^ re  crossing  the  highway,  there  is  just  a  lot  more  to 
keep  track  of,   And  there  have  been  studies  right  here  in 
Montana  that  have  shown  that,  particularly  for  elderly 
drivers,  this  increases  the  accident  rate.   There  was  a 
study  in  1993  that  showed  that* 

Another  thing  with  the  four-lane  highways  is  that 
drivers  get  less  attentive.   They  don^t  pay  as  close 
attention*   Especially  out-of-state  drivers  that  come  into 
an  area  and  see  a  four-lane  highway  and  just  kind  of  get 
that  interstate  mentality  and  they're  not  kind  of  keeping 
track  of  things  as  much*   And  that  that  can  also  be  a  factor 
in  accidents. 

And  finally  in  winter,  when  the  stripes  are  covered 
up  by  snow  or  ice  and  when  there  is  icy  conditions,  it  can 
kind  of  become  a  free-for-all , 

I'm  not  saying  it^s  all  bad,  but  I^m  saying  these  are 
all  real  factors  that  really  happen  and  none  of  them  are 
mentioned  in  this  EIS*   And  that^s  a  real  problem  because  an 
environinental  intpact  statement  is  suppose  to  be  a  fair. 
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object! va  look  at  the  facts.   And  this  one  seems  to  leave 
out  soiTL^  things  that  argue  against  what  thsy  want  to  kind  of 
get  across , 

/linother  thing  along  those  lines  is  that  the  usual  way 
you  measure  the  —  compare  highways  for  safety  is  a 
statistic  that  is  called  "accidents  per  million  vehicle 
miles*"  And  vrh^t   that  means  is  for  every  million  cars  that 
go  by  a  certain  point  on  the  highway,  how  many  accidents  do 
you  have.   The  statistics  that  they  use  repeatedly  in  this 
EIS  so  far  —  in  this  draft  anyway  —  is  accidents  per  mile 
of  road.   And  the  reason  that's  deceptive,  I  think,  is  that 
you  could  have  the  safest  highway  in  the  world  —   or  you 
could  have,  excuse  me,  the  most  dangerous  highway  in  the 
world  and  if  It  only  has  100,000  vehicles  a  year,  though,  it 
could  show  up  with  very  few  accidents  per  mile  of  road.   And 
then  you  could  have  the  safest  highway  in  the  world  but  it 
has  a  gazillion  (phonetic)  cars  every  year  and  it^s  going  to 
have  more  accidents  per  mile*   So  it's  not  really  telling 
you  which  is  the  safer  design.   The  safer  design  is  measured 
by  this  other  statistic. 

And  I  just  think  it*s  odd  that  they  don't  use  that 
statistical  system  in  the  EIS.   That's  another  indication  to 
me  that  at  this  point,  this  draft  at  least,  it^s  not  a  fair 
look  at  the  facts.   It^s  trying  to  get  you  to  some  point  of 
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HI  1-2. — ^We  did  include  some  references  to  accident  rates  per  million  vehicle  miles, 
but  we  were  not  consistent  throughout  the  discussion.  We  believe  both  accidents  per 
mile  and  accidents  per  million  vehicle  miles  should  be  shown  and  have  made  the 
appropriate  modifications  to  the  text. 
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view.   Again/  I  can^t  figure  it  out  because  everybody  agrees 
that  we  need  safety  improvements.   And  they  don^t  have  a 
four-lane  as  their  preferred  alternative.   And  neither  do  I, 

Bearhead  makes  a  good  point  when  he  says  --  vfhen  he 
proposed  ripping  up  th©  highway*  l^ve   heard  him 
say  ■ —  describe  it  before  as  making  it  into  a  one-lane, 
rutted  gravel  road,  ^ich  is  almost  what  we  have  right  now. 

Well,  there  have  been  a  lot  of  fatalities  on  that 
road,  except  for  the  terrible  thing  that  happened  in 
Ravalli,  who  was  someone  drunk  running  from  the  cop.   That 
is  another  story.   But  the  point  is  that  if  you  go  slow,  you 
have  fewer  fatalities  and  you  have  fewer  accidents.   When 
you  go  fast,  there  is  lots  of  problems.   And  that  factor 
isn't  really  taken  into  account  enough,  I  don*t  think,  in 
this  analysis 

You  know,  we^re  all  making  trade-offs  between  safety, 
speed  and  the  impact  in  the  environment  and  the  communities. 
Every  plan  balances  those  things  in  some  way  or  another. 

And  I  think  that  the  cost  considerations  that 
Bearhead  raises  are  true,  that  f    you  know,  really  we  should 
build  the  best  highway.   This  is  a  place  of  international 
inportance,  this  little  jewel 1  we  have  that  we  all  live 
around  and  drive  by  everyday,   I  live  a  male  from  it.   None 
of  us  ever  take  it  for  granted,   I  mean  that*s  one  of  the 
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Hll-3. — Speeds  on  State  Highways  are  set  by  the  State  Legislature.  US  93  already 
has  a  reduced  speed  limit  of  65  mph  versus  70  mph  on  other  comparable  highways. 
A  compelling  case  will  have  to  be  made  to  keep  it  at  65  mph  after  improvements 
have  been  made. 
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amazing  things  about  everyone  who  lives  here.   None  of  us 

tak^  it  for  granted  ^en  you  look  at  those  mountains 
everyday  and  drive  through  places  like  KinepipSp  And  that 
should  be  honored. 

And  none  of  the  money  has  been  raised  yet  for  any  of 
these  designs.   They  don*t  have  30  million  and  they  don't 
have  100  million*   So  if  they're  going  to  a^k  for  money,  if 
they're  going  to  raise  bonds,  they  might  as  well  get  what 
they  need. 

I  would  like  to  see  —  just  very  quickly  —  some  of 
the  elements  of  a  lot  of  these  plans.  Some  of  Alternative 
7,  some  of  the  3  and  4.  I  don't  want  to  see  Bud  Cheff  zuu 
out  of  business.   X  would  like  to  see  bike  paths - 

And  finally  I'd  just  like  to  mention  there  should  be 
some  bus  and  van  service  provided  too.   Any  highway  design 
in  this  day  and  age  should  have  bike  paths  and  it  should 
also  provide  some  kind  of  van  or  bus  service  for  folks  who 
can't  drive  or  who  want  another  way  to  get  around.   And 
there  could  be  funding  gotten  for  that. 

The  Ronan  couplet  needs  to  be  reexamined  too.   There 
are  designs  around  the  country  on  the  ground  that  are 
working  that  have  ADT's,  that's  average  daily  traffic, 
beyond  what  they're  projecting  for  this  highway.   They 
handle  it  without  going  to  a  couplet  design.   And  a  couplet 
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HI  1-4. — The  objective  of  the  project  proponents  is  to  propose  a  fiscally  responsible 
project.  Therefore,  the  preferred  alternative  was  selected  as  doing  the  best  job  of 
meeting  the  project  objective  of  improving  the  capacity  and  safety  of  this  highway 
section  while  preserving  the  high  environmental  values  of  the  area.  The  preferred 
alternative  (Rural  3)  including  the  separated  bicycle/pedestrian  path  costs  $162 
million  less  than  the  most  expensive  alternative,  Alternative  Rural  7. 

Hll-5. — Thank  you  for  your  comment.  See  Response  #Hl-2. 

HI  1-6.— See  Response  #H6-4. 

HI  1-7.— See  Response  #H3-3. 
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design  makes  a  little  town  feel  like  it's  run  over  by  two 
highways  instead  of  one» 

So  I  urge  reconsideration  and  bringing  some  experts 
that  can  at  least  help  you  relook  at  that  design.   Thank 
you . 

MR.  WEAVER!   Anybody  else  back  behind 
there?   You  will  be  next*   Anybody  over  in  this  area 
(indicating) . 

MR.  RICHAKD  EGGERT:   My  name  is  Richard 
Eggert*   I'm  from  DiJEon,  a  small  town.   And  the  letter  will 
get  to  me  at  that,  59831, 

UNKNOWN  AUDIENCE  MEMBER:   We  can^t  hear 
you. 

MR.  RICHARD  EGGERT:   Richard  Eggert  from 
Dixon,  59331,  small  town,  et  cetera.   I'd  like  to  start  with 
a  quote.   And  that  is  "E>ue  to  the  high  ecological  value  of 
the  Ninepipe  landscape,  passing  lanes  are  not  appropriate 
and  will  not  be  included."   And  although  I  totally  agree 
with  this  sentiment,  those  aren't  my  words.   I^iti  a  member  of 
the  Flathead  resource  organization  which  has  been  working  on 
this  highway  for  18  years  now.   And  that's  also  not  their 
words.   That  sentiment  was  also  expressed  by  the  U.S.  Fish  & 
Wildlife  Service  and  the  Montana  Fish  &  Game  who  have  the 
responsibility  of  managing  Ninepipe  lands  and  also  oppose 
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H12,  Richard  Eggert 

H12-1. — The  Preferred  Alternative  selected  for  the  final  SEIS,  Alternative  Rural  3, 
does  not  include  passing  lanes  through  the  Ninepipe  area. 
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passing  lanes  as  in  that  statement.   And  the  statement  also 
didn't  come  from  either  the  Sierra  Clubi  which  coinmented 
her©  already  tonight,  nor  the  National  Wildlife  Federation, 
Kho  opposed  the  passing  lane,  the  preferred  alternative  in 
Alternative  10.   And  both,  I  think,  support 
Alternative  7. 

Those  words  actually  came  from  the  governing  document 
which  defined  the  framework  for  this  EIS  study.   In  other 
words,  it  was  these  guys  right  here  (indicating)   that 
constructed  that  statement.  And   I'm  just  kind  of  wondering 
exactly  what  the  last  six  years  have  been  all  about  if  after 
six  years  we  are  actually  behind  where  we  were  six  years 
ago,  that  there  was  a  positive  statement  of  the  need  for  the 
Ninepipe  area  in  2000  and  now  there  seems  to  be  a  doubt  * 
And  I  would  like  to  go  on  record  as  supporting  nAlternative  7 
or  at  least  some  alternative  that  does  not  include  a  passing 
lane^  as  did  the  organizations  that  developed  the  initial 
statement  on  the  Ninepipe  area*   Thank  you. 

MR.  KAILEY:   Thanks. 

MR.  WEAVER:   Thank  you,  Richard.   Yes,  sir. 

MR.  JOHN  GRANT:   My  name  is  John  Grant, 
52928  Ninepipe  Road^  Charlo.   I  work  for  the  Fish,  Wildlife 
&  Parks.   1  manage  the  Ninepipe  wildlife  area.   I  We  been  at 
it  for  over  16  years.   Not  quite  as  long  as  the  process  has 
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H12-2.— See  Response  #H1-1. 


H13,  John  Grant 

H13-1. — See  Response  #Hl-2. 
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been  going  on  but  I^ve  been  involved  in  it  all  that  time.   I 
probably  had  more  hair  but  it  wasn*t  nearly  as  long  and  none 
of  it  was  grey  and  I  didn^t  need  to  see  what  I  had  to  say. 
Just  a  couple  of  points. 

Birds  are  the  most  abundant  wildlife  at  Ninepipe  and 
will  get  little  benefit  from  the  proposed  wildlife 
structures.   Less  pavement  and  slow  speeds  will  provide  the 
most  benefit  to  them.   There  should  only  be  two  lanes 
through  Ninepipe,  with  left-hand  turn  bays  at  all  road 
intersections  and  no  sauthbcund  passing  lane.   There  should 
be  ample  access  points  for  recreations lists  and 
photographers.   And  reducing  speed,  or  at  least  not 
designing  the  highway  for  high  speeds,  as  Tom  Smith  just 
described,  will  make  it  safer  for  people  and  wildlife  * 
Thank  you. 

MR.  WEAVER:   Thank  you,  John,   Is  there 
anyone  else  that  would  desire  to  speak  this  evening? 
{Whereupon,  no  verbal  response  was  given.) 

MR.  WEAVER:   Well,  as  the  hearing* s  officer 
I  would  like  to  thank  you  all  very  much  for  coining  and 
giving  your  input.   Th®  opportunity  still  presents  itself  to 
have  written  input  *   And  you  can  leave  that  here  or  mail  it 
in.   And  on  behalf  of  the  gentlemen  sitting  at  the  table, 
I'd  like  to  say  thank  you  again.   Certainly  browse  around 
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but  — ■  and  at  this  time  the  hearing  is  closed 

[Whereupon,  the  proceeding  was  concluded  at 

S;13  p,tn,  this  19th  day  of  September^  20O6.) 


CERTI  FICATE 


r,  Barbara  J,  Marshall,  Professional  Shorthand 
Reportsj:  and  Notary  Public  of  ths  State  of  Montana,  do 
hereby  certify  that  I  was  present  at  and  reported  in 
shorthand  the  proceedings  in  the  foregoing  matter,  that  I 
thereafter  reduced  my  shorthand  notes  to  typewritten  form, 
conprising  the  foregoing  transcript;  further,  the  foregoing 
transcript  is  a  full  and  accurate  record  of  the  proceedings 
in  this  matter  on  the  date  set  forth, 

IN  WIT^TESS  WHEREOF,  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and 
seal  on  thia  12th  day  of  October,  2005* 

My  Comnission  Expires;   June  10,  2010 


Barbara  J,  Marshall 
Professional  Shorthand  Reporter 
Wotary  Public  for  the  State  of 
Montana,  residing  in  Poison, 
Montana, 
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Bicycle/Pedestrian  Pathway 

Correspondence 


207  Main  St.  S.W,  Suite  A 


Lyle  Renz 
Project  Manager 
Skillings  Connolly 
PO  Box  5080 
Lacey,WA  98509 


(406)  676-4231 


Ronan,  Montana  59864 


Re:  NHF  5-1(9)  6FCNB744 

US-93,  Ronan/Ninepipe  SEIS  Project 
Bicycle/Pedestrian  Path 


RECEIVED 

JAN  2  9  2007 

Skillirigs-Connolly,  Inc. 
Consulting.  Engineers 


Dear  Lyle,' 

As  per  your  January  19,  2007  letter  (#01001),  in  regards  to  the  above  referenced  items  as 
well  as  our  conversation  yesterday,  I  am  writing  this  letter  on  behalf  of  the  City  of  Ronan. 
At  the  January  22,  2007  Ronan  City  Council  meeting  the  Council  briefly  discussed  your 
letter  as  well  as  the  possibility  of  assuming  the  maintenance  responsibility  for  the 
separated  bicycle/pedestrian  path  from  US-93  at  Buchanan  Street  to  the  end  of  the  project 
at  Dublin  Gulch  Rd/Red  Horn  Rd. 


Unfortunately,  the  City  of  Ronan  will  not  be  able  to  assume  the  maintenance  for  the 
project  to  Dublin  Gulch/RedHorn  Rd  for  a  number  of  reasons.  First  and  foremost,  as  a 
City  entity,  our  jurisdiction  falls  within  the  City  limits  of  Ronan  and  our  limited  operating 
funds  and  department  budgets  are  mandated  specifically  for  our  public  works  system. 

However,  the  City  of  Ronan  is  open  to  considering  maintenance  or  assistance  in 
maintaining  the  section  of  the  separated  bicycle/pedestrian  path  that  falls  within  the  city 
limits  of  Ronan.  At  this  time,  we  would  require  and  appreciate  more  detailed  information 
on  what  this  would  entail  from  a  logistical  and  financial  standpoint. 

Please  feel  free  to  contact  me  with  any  further  discussion  or  interest  in  this  or  any  other 
related  project,  as  I  would  like  to  keep  abreast  of  the  progression  of  the  Highway  93 
project  in  and  around  the  City  of  Ronan.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  you  in  the 
near  future. 


Regards, 


Kevin  Templer 
Public  Works  Director 
City  of  Ronan 


SKILLiNGS 
CONNOLLY 


January  19,  2007 
#01001 


Kim  Aipperspach,  Mayor 
City  ofRonan 
9  Hwy  93  S 
Ronan,  MT  59864 

Re:       NHF  5-1(9)  6FCN  B744 

US-93,  Ronan/Ninepipe  SEIS  Project 
Bicycle/Pedestrian  Path 

Dear  Mr.  Aipperspach: 

I  am  writing  this  letter  on  behalf  of  the  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT). 
As  you  are  aware,  the  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS)  for 
the  above  referenced  project  was  circulated  to  the  public  for  comment  on  August  9,  2006. 
The  comment  period  concluded  on  October  6,  2006.  There  were  approximately  110 
written  comments  requesting  that  a  separated  bicycle/pedestrian  path  be  added  to  the 
project. 

The  preliminary  designs  presented  in  the  Draft  SEIS  have  already  incorporated  a 
separated  bicycle/pedestrian  path  for  the  north  portion  of  the  project  from  Baptiste 
Rd/Spring  Creek  Rd  (where  it  would  connect  to  the  path  coming  south  jfrom  Poison  and 
Pablo)  terminating  in  Ronan  at  US-93  and  Buchanan  Street.  Within  the  City  ofRonan, 
pedestrians  are  also  planned  to  be  accommodated  on  sidewalks  on  both  sides  of  both 
couplet  roadways  of  the  preliminary  preferred  alternative,  while  bicyclists  would  be 
accommodated  on  a  5'  wide  bicycle  lane  adjacent  to  the  right  side  driving  lane  on  each 
couplet  roadway.  South  ofRonan,  bicyclists  and  pedestrians  would  be  accommodated  on 
the  8'  wide  shoulders  of  the  preliminary  preferred  alternative. 

We  have  done  a  conceptual  preliminary  design  for  a  separated  bicycle/pedestrian  path 
from  US-93/Buchanan  St.  in  Ronan,  south  to  the  end  of  the  project  at  Dublin  Gulch 
Rd/Red  Horn  Rd.  We  find  it  could  largely  be  accommodated  within  the  planned  right-of- 
way,  however,  it  would  be  quite  expensive.  It  would  also  require  a  considerable 
maintenance  effort. 

The  MDT  has  not  made  a  final  decision  concerning  recommending  to  the  other  project 
proponents,  the  CSKT  and  FHWA,  whether  they  could  support  adding  a  separated 
bicycle/pedestrian  path  to  the  project.  Before  making  this  decision,  they  are  soliciting 
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further  assistance  from  you  on  this  project  by  agreeing  to  assume  the  maintenance 
responsibility  for  the  separated  bicycle/pedestrian  path,  should  they  agree  to  build  it. 

We  would  appreciate  a  response  to  this  request  for  assistance  by  February  5,  2007.  Your 
response  will  help  facilitate  a  timely  decision  on  this  issue,  so  we  can  proceed  with 
preparation  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

Sincerely, 

SKILLINGS  CONNOLLY,  INC. 


.yle  Renz 
Project  Manager 

Cc:       Dwane  Kailey,  MDT 

Lewis  Yellowrobe,  CSKT 
Craig  Genzlinger,  MDT 
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La^  County  Commissioners 


406^883-7204 


TaK.(40S)  883-7283 


-LAKE  COUNTY 


106  4tfiyivenm  "East 


Tofson,  Montana  $9860 


Jan.  31,  2007 


RECEIVED 

FEB  0  §  200? 

Sktilings-Cofsnoiiy,  inc 
Consulting  Englnwr* 


Lyle  Renz,  Project  Manager 
Skillings  Connolly,  Inc. 
P.  O.  Box  5080 
Lacey,  WA  98509 

SUBJECT:      US-93,  RONAN/NINEPIPE  SETS  PROJECT 
BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN  PATH 

Dear  Mr.  Renz: 

We  realize  how  popular  bicycle/pedestrian  pathways  are  becoming  and  encourage  them  being 
built  and  used. 

However,  we  do  not  have  the  funds  at  this  time  to  commit  to  the  maintenance  of  this  project. 

BOARD  OF  LAKE  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 


Chuck  Whitson,  Chairman 
jd 


Mike  Hutchin,  Member        Paddy  Tru^er,  Member 


SKILLINGS 
CONNOLLY 


January  19,  2007 
#01001 


Lake  County  Commissioners 
106  Fourth  Ave  East 
Poison,  MT  59860 

Re:       NHF  5-1(9)  6F  CN  B744 

US-93,  Ronan/Ninepipe  SEIS  Project 
Bicycle/Pedestrian  Path 

Dear  Commissioners: 

I  am  writing  this  letter  on  behalf  of  the  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT). 
As  you  are  aware,  the  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS)  for 
the  above  referenced  project  was  circulated  to  the  public  for  comment  on  August  9,  2006. 
The  comment  period  concluded  on  October  6,  2006.  There  were  approximately  110 
written  comments  requesting  that  a  separated  bicycle/pedestrian  path  be  added  to  the 
project. 

The  preliminary  designs  presented  in  the  Draft  SEIS  have  already  incorporated  a 
separated  bicycle/pedestrian  path  for  the  north  portion  of  the  project  from  Baptiste 
Rd/Spring  Creek  Rd  (where  it  would  connect  to  the  path  coming  south  from  Poison  and 
Pablo)  terminating  in  Ronan  at  US-93  and  Buchanan  Street.  Within  the  City  of  Ronan, 
pedestrians  are  also  planned  to  be  accommodated  on  sidewalks  on  both  sides  of  both 
couplet  roadways  of  the  preliminary  preferred  alternative,  while  bicyclists  would  be 
accommodated  on  a  5'  wide  bicycle  lane  adjacent  to  the  right  side  driving  lane  on  each 
couplet  roadway.  South  of  Ronan,  bicyclists  and  pedestrians  would  be  accommodated  on 
the  8'  wide  shoulders  of  the  preliminary  preferred  alternative. 

We  have  done  a  conceptual  prelimiinary  design  for  a  separated  bicycle/pedestrian  path 
from  US-93/Buchanan  St.  in  Ronan,  south  to  the  end  of  the  project  at  Dublin  Gulch 
Rd/Red  Horn  Rd.  We  find  it  could  largely  be  accommodated  within  the  planned  right-of- 
way,  however,  it  would  be  quite  expensive.  It  would  also  require  a  considerable 
maintenance  effort. 

The  MDT  has  not  made  a  final  decision  concerning  recommending  to  the  other  project 
proponents,  the  CSKT  and  FHWA,  whether  they  could  support  adding  a  separated 
bicycle/pedestrian  path  to  the  project.  Before  making  this  decision,  they  are  soliciting 


EMQINEERIp  -  SaRVEYiriQ  -  ENVIRONMENTOL  *  REflL  EST0TE  SERVICES 
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further  assistance  from  you  on  this  project  by  agreeing  to  assume  the  maintenance 
responsibiUty  for  the  separated  bicycle/pedestrian  path,  should  they  agree  to  build  it. 

We  would  appreciate  a  response  to  this  request  for  assistance  by  February  5,  2007.  Your 
response  will  help  facilitate  a  timely  decision  on  this  issue,  so  we  can  proceed  with 
preparation  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

Sincerely, 

SKILLINGS  CONNOLLY,  INC. 


Lyl 

Project  Manager 

Cc:       Dwane  Kailey,  MDT 

Lewis  Yellowrobe,  CSKT 
Craig  Genzlinger,  MDT 

LR:sc  R:\PROJECT\01001MDT  US-93  SEISMask  126  FSEIS\Lake  Co  Itr  bikeped  path  M9-07.doc 


APPENDIX  L 


City  of  Ronan  Preferred  Alternative 

Correspondence 


207  Main  St.  S.W,  Suite  A 

RECEIVED 

FEB  1  2  200? 

Skniinga-Connolly.  inc. 
ConswWns  Engineers 

Februaiy  6,  2007 


CITY        OF 


RO-NA-N 


Ronan,  Montana  59864 


(406)676-4231 


Lyie  Reiiz 
P.rojeGt  Manager 
Skiiliiigs  Coimolty 
P.O.  Box  5080 
Lacey,  WA  98509 


Dear  Lyle: 

This  letter  is  to  iitfomi  you  that  the  City  of  Roniin  is  still  endorsing  Alternate  4, 
the  Dual  Couplet  Design  of  Kghway  93. 

Please  keep  in  mind  ctoriiig  'the  design  stage,  the  21  different  items  we  talked 
about  on  09/04/03  and  the  impact  items  mentioned  in  the  meeting  you  had  on  10/23/06 
w.tth  our  city  public  works  employees.  I  would  like  to  remind  eveiyone  that  we  me  a 
Bfiiali  town  with  a  very  Iknited  budget.    We  would  expect  most  construction  equipment 
to  stay  withiii  the  constraction  co.rridor  and  expect  repair  to  any  city  roads  or  property 
outside  of  that  area  that  may  be  damaged  due  to  constraction  practices  and  operations. 
Please  remember  also  duritigthe  design  phase  of  the  extension  of  the  southbound  couplet, 
that  new  roads  should  come  wilh  .the  relative  basic  infrastructure^  water,  sewer, 
electricity^  oomimmications,  etc.  After  alV  there  is  no  sense  digging  the  same  hole  twice 
at  tlie  expense  oftlm  taxpayers. 

Also^  as  mentioned  in  Jemiif er's  letter  last  week,  somewhere  during  the  design 
stage  we  would  entertain  a  conversation  on  the  bike  path  within  city  limits  and  possibly  a 
niaiiitenance  agreement. 


Thank  you, 
Sincerely, 


V.  ^/yLi 


l^^^^.^/^^'^^t---^ 


Kim  Aippergpaclij  Mayor 
City  of  Ronaii 


rciLL 


January  23,  2007 
#01001 


Kim  Aipperspach,  Mayor 
City  of  Ronan 
9Hwy93S 
Ronan,  MT  59864 

Re:       NHF  5-1(9)  6F  CN  B744 

US-93,  Ronan/Ninepipe  SEIS  Project 
Preferred  Alternative  for  Final  SEIS 

Dear  Mr,  Aipperspach: 

I  am  writing  this  letter  on  behalf  of  the  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT), 
Confederated  Salish  and  Kootenai  Tribes  (CSKT),  and  Federal  Highway  Administration 
(FHWA),  the  proponents  of  the  above  referenced  project.    As  you  are  aware,  the  Draft 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS)  for  this  project  was  circulated  to  the 
public  for  comment  on  August  9^  2006.  The  comment  period  concluded  on  October  6,  2006. 

We  are  preparing  responses  to  the  comments  received  and  preparing  the  Final  SEIS  at  the 
present  time.  Recently,  on  a  telephone  conversation,  we  discussed  the  City  of  Ronan's 
endorsement  of  Alternative  Ronan  #4,  the  couplet  with  wide  buffers,  for  the  Final  SEIS.  You 
mentioned  that  there  was  a  meeting  with  MDT  where  a  list  of  21  issues  were  discussed  and 
notes  concerning  agreement  or  disagreement  were  documented;  however,  you  had  misplaced 
your  copy  and  would  like  to  review  the  resolution  of  those  issues  prior  to  providing  any 
endorsement. 

Attached  is  a  copy  of  the  September  19,  2003  letter  from  our  files  that  Gerry  Smith  was  to 
deliver  on  that  date.  The  letter  and  attachments  document  the  discussions  at  a  meeting 
September  4,  2003  on  the  21  items  you  mentioned.  I  trust  the  resolution  of  those  issues  as 
documented  in  the  September  19,  2003  letter  and  attached  notes  is  still  acceptable  to  you.  If 
so,  please  respond  with  a  letter  endorsing  Alternative  Ronan  #4  as  the  Preferred  Alternative 
for  the  Final  SEIS.  If  not,  please  advise  so  I  can  arrange  a  meeting  to  discuss  your  concems. 
A  response  prior  to  February  7  would  be  appreciated. 
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In  a  telephone  conversation  today,  you  mentioned  the  next  Council  meeting  is  scheduled  for 
February  5.  Mr.  Dwane  Kailey  and/or  I  would  be  available  to  attend,  if  you  believe  it  would 
be  beneficial. 

Sincerely, 


SKILLINGS  CONNOLLY,  IN 


i^yle  Renz 
Project  Manager 


Co:       Dwane  Kailey,  MDT 

Lewis  Yellowrobe,  CSKT 
Craig  Genzlinger,  MDT 

Attachments: 


LR:sc  R:\PROJECT\01001MDTUS-93  SEISXTask  126  FSEIS\RonanltrPref  Alt  l-23-07.doc 


September  19,  2003 


Mayor  Kim  Aipperspach 
City  of  Ronan 

207  Main  Street  SW,  Suite  A 
Ronan,  MT    59864 


RE:  NH-F  5-1  (9)  6F 
Evaro  to  Poison  SEIS 
Control  No.  B744 


Dear  Mayor  Aipperspach: 


Thank  you  for  meeting  with  Loran  Frazier,  Lewis  YellowRobe,  and  I  on  September  4. 
We  had  a  very  good  discussion  about  Ronan' s  needs  if  the  couplet  system  is  the 
preliminary  preferred  alternative. 


Included  with  this  letter  are  a  short  summary  of  the  meeting  and  the  list  of  needs  as  I 
heard  them.  Please  look  this  over  to  make  sure  I  recorded  the  thoughts  correctly.  I  am 
also  returning  your  sketch  on  sign  ideas.  Sorry,  but  I  accidentally  punched  a  couple  holes 
it  the  original.  We  scanned  this  into  an  electronic  format  to  share  with  other  people. 


Since  we  met,  MDT  and  FHWA  have  looked  for  a  way  to  participate  in  the  paving  of  1^^ 
Avenue  SE.  There  is  no  program  or  funds  to  do  so.  This  need  will  not  be  met. 


Skillings-ConnoUy,  Inc.,  is  busy  making  design  additions  to  the  alternatives  as  requested 
at  the  meeting.  New  plans  will  be  available  at  the  Advisory  Committee  meeting  on 

September  30. 


I  trust  you  will  find  these  notes  acceptable  and  the  agreement  to  use  the  couplet  with 
neighborhood  buffers  as  the  preliminary  preferred  alternate  may  move  forward.  Please 
contact  me  immediately  if  this  is  not  the  case. 

We  appreciate  your  participation  in  this  project.  Please  feel  free  to  contact  me  with  any 
question  at  any  time. 


Skillings-Connolly,  Inc. 
Consulting  Engineers 


Gerald  E.  Smith,  P.E. 
Senior  Project  Engineer 


Attachments:  Meeting  Notes 

List  of  Ronan  Needs 
Original  Sign  Sketch 


Cc:  Loran  Frazier,  Montana  Dept.  of  Transportation 

Lewis  YellowRobe,  Confederated  Salish  &  Kootenai  Tribes 

Craig  Genzlinger,  FHWA 

Lyle  RenZj  Skillings-Connolly,  Inc. 

Kittie  Ford,  Herrera  Environmental 


Lyie  Reriz 

From:  Frazier,  Loran  [lfrazier@state.mt.us] 

Sent:  Thursday,  September  1 1 ,  2003  2:21  PM 

To:  'Gerry  Smith';  Lewis  YellowRobe;  Frazier,  Loran 

Cc:  Lyie  Renz  PE 

Subject:  RE:  SEIS  Meeting  9/4 

Gerry  it  looks  pretty  good  except  the  pave  the  City  Street  Option....!  have  looked  again 
and  MDT  does  not  have  a  program  that  would  allow  me  to  pave  1st  Ave  East. 

Original  Message-- 

From:  Gerry  Smith  [mailto:gsmith@skillings.com] 
Sent:  Monday,  September  08,  2003  11:17  AM 
To:  Lewis  YellowRobe;  Loran  Frazier 
Cc:  Lyie  Renz  PE 
Subject:  SEIS  Meeting  9/4 

Here  are  my  notes  and  the  mayor's  sign  sketch  from  our  meeting  on  Thursday. 

Please  look  at  these  and  offer  any  additions  or  corrections.   When  I  have  heard  from  both 

of  you  I  will  make  any  necessary  changes  and  get  a  copy  to  the  mayor. 

Thanks. 

Gerry  Smith,  PE 
Senior  Project  Manager 
Skillings-Connolly,  Inc. 
(406)541-7877 


Evaro  -  Poison  SEIS 

NH"F5"1(9)6F    CN:  B744 
Meeting  Notes    September  4,  2003 


Attendees: 

Kim  Aipperspach,  Mayor,  City  of  Ronan 

Lewis  YeliowRobe,  CSKT 

Loran  Frazier,  MDT 

Gerry  Smith,  Skillings-Connolly,  Inc. 

A  meeting  was  held  at  2:00  p.m.  in  the  Ronan  office  of  Skillings-Connolly,  Inc.,  to 
discuss  with  Mayor  Aipperspach  the  city's  preliminary  preferred  alternate.  The  mayor 
indicated  the  "why"  of  the  city  issues:  the  city  needs  some  basic  things,  yet  has  no 
money  to  participate  in  anything. 

The  mayor  presented  a  list  (see  attached)  of  issues,  in  no  particular  order,  needing 
resolution.  If  these  can  be  resolved,  the  city  agrees  to  proceed  with  the  one-way  couplet 
system  as  a  preliminary  preferred  alternate. 

Loran  Frazier  agreed  most  will  be  resolved  during  design.  Two  issues  may  be  difficult: 

1 .  Five  or  so  homes  will  be  left  in  the  block  between  the  couplet  legs.  Something 
must  be  done  to  help/relocate  these  people  if  they  don't  want  to  stay. 

There  is  no  program  available  to  do  this  to  the  participants  knowledge.  It  was 
agreed  to  approach  FHWA  again  about  all  possibilities. 

2.  Ronan  will  rebuild  the  base  of  T^  Avenue  SE  if  MDT  will  agree  to  pave  it. 

1st  Avenue  SE  is  not  on  any  state  system  and  there  is  no  MDT  money  to  do  things 
off  system.  Loran  agreed  to  explore  options. 

It  was  agreed  the  SEIS  could  proceed  with  the  one-way  couplet  with  neighborhood 
buffers  as  the  preliminary  preferred  altemate. 

Attachments:  Ronan  Issues 

Sign  Proposal  Sketch 


One-way  Couplet  with  Neighborhood  Buffers 

City  of  Ronan  Issues 

September  4,  2003 

1 .  A  U-turn  route  is  needed  at  the  north  end  of  the  couplet.  Will  need  to  be  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  current  Boys  &  Girls  Club. 

2.  Request  an  additional  cross-over  at  south  side  of  Valley  Bank.  Ronan  might 
extend  this  street  to  east.  Extend  the  eastside  frontage  road  to  here.  Leave  the 
more  southerly  cross-over. 

3.  Provide  a  one-way  access  from  the  southbound  couplet  to  behind  Old  Creamery 
Mall  or  additional  right  turn  opportunity  for  Old  Creamery  Mall 

4.  Ronan  will  rebuild  the  base  of  1^^  Avenue  SE  if  MDT  will  agree  to  pave  it. 
Concern  is  truck  traffic  will  be  diverted  to  this  street. 

5.  Improve  all  cross  streets,  not  just  at  the  signals.  Right-of-way  may  be  adequate. 

6.  Concem  about  signals  being  in  right  location.  How  soon  will  Buchanan  and  Main 
signals  be  needed?  Co-ordination  of  signals  is  suggested. 

7.  Requesting  mid-block  pedestrian  signals  so  traffic  does  not  cut  off  school 
children.  Location:  on  northbound  in  block  with  Ronan  Sports;  on  southbound  in 
block  with  Mission  Mart  and  senior  center.  Gerry  Smith  to  obtain  information  on 
mid-block  crossings  from  WSDOT. 

8.  Ronan  wants  to  maintain  the  existing  25  mph  speed  limit.  Loran  indicates  state 
law  does  not  allow  raising  an  existing  speed  limit  without  city  concurrence. 

9.  A  construction  liaison  is  needed.  Needs  good  public  skills  and  common  sense. 
Needs  to  keep  workers  from  parking  in  driveways. 

10.  There  is  an  overlay  that  was  placed  in  1980-1982  that  had  too  much  oil  It  is  still 
causing  problems  today.  Be  aware  in  pavement  design. 

1 1 .  Something  better  than  the  normal  blue  rectangle  is  needed  for  business  signing. 
Mayor  Aipperspach  shared  some  sketches,  attached.  Loran  believes  Tourist 
Oriented  Directional  Signing  program  will  work.  Sign  shapes  can  be  worked 
through.  FHWA  has  agreed  to  pay  business  rental  fees  for  a  couple  of  years. 

12.  The  city  foreman  needs  to  be  involved  in  the  design  detail;  especially  the  right-of- 
way  on  1^^  Avenue  SW. 


13.  Concern  about  moving  traffic  closer  to  the  city  park.  Suggesting,  at  least,  a  short 
fence  with  shrubs  to  keep  kids  off  the  street. 

14.  Would  like  to  have  a  bicycle  information  center  at  the  south  end  of  the  park. 
Suggesting  benches,  tables,  information  kiosk. 

15.  Concern  about  where  storm  water  will  go.  Suggesting  enclosed  system  with  outlet 
to  wet  areas  along  Spring  Creek  at  Eisenhower  or  Buchanan. 

16.  There  is  much  concern  about  the  economic  report.  85%  of  business  base  is  on 
highway.  Signs  and  access  need  to  be  excellent.  City  Council  wants  to  be 
involved  in  access  design.  There  should  be  no  access  control  in  the  city;  manage 
access  in  city  for  safety  only. 

17.  Concern  that  some  Main  Street  angle  parking  will  be  lost.  Suggesting 
replacement  could  be  a  parking  lot  on  north  side  of  Main  Street  just  west  of 
southbound. 

18.  Five  or  so  homes  will  be  left  in  the  block  between  the  couplet  legs.  Something 
must  be  done  to  help/relocate  these  people  if  they  don't  want  to  stay. 

Need  to  find  a  reason  to  help  them.  Noise?  More  discussion  required  with 
FHWA. 

19.  Lots  of  concern  with  existing  utilities.  Cast  iron  and  concrete  joints  are  a 
problem.  Ronan  has  no  money.  Main  waterline  is  on  1^^  Avenue  SW. 

Subsurface  utility  engineering  will  be  done  during  design,  MDT  indicates  any 
utility  impacted  on  new  right-of-way,  (i.e.  1^^  Avenue  SW)  will  be  paid  100%  by 
MDT,  Existing  has  only  crossings. 

20.  Ronan  does  have  some  CTEP  money  they  could  use  for  bike  path  or  "horse 
trade". 

21.  Streetlights  that  are  something  nicer  than  normal  are  needed.  Need  to  blend  with 
landscaping. 
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APPENDIX  M 


Biological  Opinions 


BIOLOGICAL  OPINION 


For  the  Effects  to  Threatened  Bull  Trout 
and  Threatened  Grizzly  Bears 


ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT  SECTION  7  CONSULTATION 


BIOLOGICAL  OPINION 

for  the  effects  to  threatened  bull  trout  (Salvelinus  confluentus) 

and  threatened  grizzly  bears  {Ursus  arctos  horribilis) 

from  the  reconstruction  of  U.S.  Highway  93 

between  Evaro  and  Poison  (Ninepipe  Area) 

in  Lake  County,  Montana 


Project:  US  93  Ninepipe  /  Ronan 
NH-F  5-1(9)6  F;  Control  Number  B744 


Agency:  Federal  Highway  Administration 

Montana  Division 
Helena,  Montana 


Consultation  Conducted  by:    U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Montana  Field  Office 
Helena,  Montana 


August  29, 2005 
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BIOLOGICAL  OPINION 

L  Description  of  proposed  action 

The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (Department,  MDT)  and  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration  (Administration),  in  cooperation  with  the  Confederated  Salish  and  Kootenai 
Tribes  (CSKT),  are  proposing  to  reconstruct  approximately  18  kilometers  (km)  of  U.S.  Highway 
93  in  Lake  Coxmty,  Montana,  referred  to  as  the  US  93  Nmepipe/Ronan  project  (NH-F  5-1(9)6  F; 
Control  No.  B744).  The  project  lies  within  the  Flathead  Indian  Reservation  and  would  begin  at 
Red  Hom  Road  /  Dublin  Gulch  Road  (reference  post  (RP)  37. 1)  and  extend  north  to  Baptiste 
Road  /  Spring  Creek  Road  (RP  48.3).  The  purpose  of  the  project  would  be  to  improve  US  93  for 
traffic  flow,  roadway  safety,  and  to  reduce  future  road  maintenance  needs  (Herrera  2005). 

This  project  was  previously  part  of  a  larger  reconstruction  project  extending  from  Evaro  (RP  6.5) 
to  Poison  (RP  62.8).  That  project  previously  had  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  prepared 
for  it  and  underwent  formal  consultation  pursuant  to  section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
(Act).  However,  an  18-km  portion  of  the  corridor  in  the  Ninepipe  area  (this  US  93  Nmepipe  / 
Ronan  project)  was  excluded  from  those  efforts.  A  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 
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)mpletes  formal  section  7  consultation  requirements  for  this  project. 


Much  of  the  Flathead  Indian  Reservation  is  a  rural  landscape  containing  diverse  ecosystems  that 
are  used  by  humans  for  agriculture,  recreation,  and  cultural  purposes  while  also  providing  high 
quality  habitat  features  for  a  wide  variety  offish  and  wildlife  species.  The  Ninepipe  area  is 
within  the  Mission  valley  and  is  bounded  generally  by  the  Crow  Creek  riparian  corridor  on  the 
north,  the  Post  Creek  riparian  corridor  on  the  south,  the  town  of  Chario  on  the  west  and  the 
Mission  Mountains  on  the  east.  Within  this  Ninepipe  area,  the  proposed  project  bisects  a  large, 
high  density  glacial  pothole  wetlands  complex  that  serves  as  key  habitat  for  terrestrial  wildlife, 
breeding  and  migratory  birds,  aquatic  species  offish  and  wildlife,  herpetiles,  grassland  plant 
species,  and  plants  adapted  to  wetland  and  riparian  conditions.  At  the  center  of  this  highly 
sensitive  ecosystem  is  the  Ninepipe  National  WildHfeRefage,v^     includes  the  676-hectare 
Ninepipe  Reservoir.  This  area  provides  important  habitat  linkages  to  theMission  Mountain 
Tribal  Wilderness,  the  Flathead  River  corridor,  the  National  Bison  Range,  and  other  lands 
protected  by  Tribal,  State,  and  Federal  entities,  as  well  as  by  private  organizations.  These 
protected  lands  contribute  to  the  value  of  this  area  and  the  abundance  of  wildlife  using  it  (Herrera 
2005). 

The  US  93  Ninepipe  /  Ronan  project  corridor  has  been  divided  into  rural  and  urban  portions. 
The  rural  section  has  been  ftirther  divided  into  two  segments;  the  Post  Creek  Hill  segment  and 
the  Ninepipe  segment.  The  Post  Creek  Hill  segment  extends  from  Red  Hom  Road  /  Dublin 
Gulch  Road  on  the  south  to  the  top  of  Post  Creek  Hill  (approximately  RP  40),  just  south  of  Olson 
Road  /  Gunlock  Road.  The  Ninepipe  segment  extends  from  the  top  of  Post  Creek  Hill  northerly 
to  the  southern  city  limits  of  Ronan.  The  urban  portion  extends  from  the  southern  city  limits  of 
Ronan  northerly  through  Ronan  to  the  Baptiste  Road  /  Spring  Creek  Road  intersection.  Each  of 
these  segments  has  a  number  of  alternative  designs  that  have  been  proposed.  This  biological 
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opinion  will  be  based  on  the  preliminary  preferred  alternative  that  is  identified  in  the  biological 
assessment  (BA)  for  this  project,  and  includes  the  Rural  10  Alternative  for  the  rural  portion  and 
the  Ronan  4  Altemative  for  the  urban  portion  (Herrera  2005). 

Rural  segment:  The  rural  portion  of  the  preliminary  preferred  altemative  would  include 
reconstruction  of  the  existing  roadway.  The  reconstruction  would  provide  for  curvilinear 
horizontal  ahgnment  roughly  following  the  existing  roadway  to  mioimize  impacts  to  adjacent 
lands.  Construction  of  roadway  shoulders  sufficiently  wide  to  accommodate  bicycles  and 
pedestrians  would  be  included.  The  design  speed  would  be  100  km/hr.  Channelization  and  left- 
turn  lanes  would  be  constructed  at  all  public  road  intersections.  The  vertical  ahgnment  would  be 
revised  to  accommodate  wildlife  crossing  structures  (incluciing  single  and  multiple-span  bridges 
and  large  culverts)  at  Post  Creek,  Ninepipe  Reservoir,  two  Kettle  Ponds,  and  Crow  Creek,  with 
additional  structures  at  iQtermediate  locations  throughout  the  project  length.  At  the  wildlife 
crossing  locations,  these  bridges  and  large  culverts  would  provide  a  minimum  vertical  clearance 
of  three  meters.  Where  stormwater  will  discharge  to  sensitive  waters,  such  as  Post  Creek, 
treatment  facilities  would  be  constructed  (Herrera  2005). 

The  rural  portion  of  this  proposed  project  would  be  composed  of  a  two-lane  roadway  with  some 
sections  of  auxiUary  lanes  and  four-lane  divided  roadway  as  described  below: 

•  A  0.8-km  two-way  left-turn  lane  extending  from  Dublin  Gulch  Road  /  Red  Horn  Road 
(RP  37.1)  northward  to  a  business  entrance  driveway  on  the  east  side  of  US  93  at  RP 
37.5. 

•  A  2.9-km  northbound  passing  lane  from  West  Post  Creek  Road  /  East  Post  Creek  Road 
(RP  38.2)  to  the  top  of  Post  Creek  Hill  (RP  40). 

•  A  1 .9-km  southbound  passing  lane  from  the  top  of  Post  Creek  Hill  (RP  40)  to  Eagle  Pass 
Trail  (RP  41.2). 

•  A  1.5-km  section  of  four-land  divided  roadway  from  Innovation  Lane  (RP  45.1)  to  the 
south  Ronan  city  limits  (RP  46). 

The  rural  portion  of  the  preliminary  preferred  altemative  would  represent  a  combination  of  the 
following  two  typical  roadway  cross-sections: 

•  The  two-lane  roadway  would  be  undivided  with  one  travel  lane  in  each  direction,  each 
3.6  meters  wide  with  2.4-meter  shoulders.  The  typical  pavement  width  would  be  12 
meters.  Where  auxihary  lanes  would  be  provided,  turning  lanes  would  be  4.2  meters 
wide.  The  minimum  desirable  right-of-way  width  would  be  49  meters.  However, 
narrower  widths  have  been  used  at  selected  sensitive  locations  to  keep  the  new  roadway 
within  the  existing  right-of-way  to  minimize  impacts.  Also  considered  in  the  preliminary 
preferred  altemative  is  a  variation  of  the  two-lane  roadway  that  would  include  one  3.6- 
meter  passing  lane.  Where  the  passing  lane  would  be  added,  the  minimum  desirable 
right-of-way  width  would  increase  to  55  meters,  with  some  narrower  areas  at  selected 
sensitive  locations  to  keep  the  new  roadway  within  the  existing  right-of-way. 
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®     The  four-lane  divided  roadway  includes  two  travel  lanes  in  each  direction,  each  3.6 
meters,  depressed  center  median,  2.4-meter  outside  shoulders,  and  1 .2-meter  inside 
shoulders.  At  intersections  where  left-turn  lanes  would  be  provided,  the  turning  lane 
would  be  located  within  the  center  median  area.  The  typical  cross-section  width  would 
be  33.6  meters  and  the  minimum  right-of-way  width  would  be  67  meters  (Herrera  2005). 

The  preliminary  preferred  altemative  for  this  project  would  also  include  replacement  and 
upgrade  of  the  existing  culverts  and  bridges.  In  addition,  wildlife  crossing  structures  are  planned 
at  several  locations  in  the  rural  portion  of  the  project.  The  vertical  ahgnment  of  the  roadway 
would  be  revised  to  accommodate  these  structures  (large  culverts  or  bridges  of  varying  lengths) 
and  provide  a  minimum  vertical  clearance  of  three  meters.  These  wildlife  crossing  structures  are 
proposed  for  five  locations;  Post  Creek,  Ninepipe  Reservoir,  two  large  kettle  ponds,  and  Crow 
Creek,  with  additional  smaller  structures  crossing  waterways  and  riparian  areas  at  intermediate 
locations  throughout  the  project  length.  A  description  of  the  structures  proposed  at  these  five 
primary  locations  that  have  been  designed  to  facilitate  wildlife  crossing  is  provided  below: 


^  ^    •     Post  Greek  (approximately  RP  37.7): 
'    ^  One  1 52-meter  multiple-span 

One  3 -meter  x  4-meter  culvert 


c  One  1 52-meter  multiple-span  bridge 


•  Ninepipe  Reservoir: 

Two  4-meter  x  8 -meter  culverts 
Two  3-meter  X  4-meter  culverts 
One  200-meter  multiple-span  bridge 

•  Kettle  Pond  1  (approximately  RP  41 .7): 

Two  1 8-meter  single-span  bridges 
Two  1 .2-meter  x  1 . 8  meter  culverts 

•  Kettle  Pond  2  (approximately  RP  42.5): 

Two  1 8-meter  single-span  bridges 
Two  1.2-meter  x  1.8-meter  culverts 


Crow  Creek: 

One  37-meter  multiple-span  bridge 

One  46-meter  multiple-spaa  bridge  (Herrera  2005). 


Because  of  the  importance  of  the  Post  Creek  drainage  to  the  species  being  consulted  on  for  this 
project,  threatened  bull  trout  {Salvelinus  confluentus)  and  threatened  grizzly  bears  {Ursus  arctos 
horribilis),  the  approximate  construction  sequence  for  bridge  removal  and  replacement  at  the 
Post  Creek  crossing  is  described  below. 

Post  Creek  is  presently  conveyed  imder  U.S.  Highway  93  via  a  15.5-meter  long,  9.5-meter  wide, 
two  span  bridge.  The  center  pier  occurs  within  the  Post  Creek  channel.  The  chamiel  under  the 
bridge  has  been  narrowed  and  stabilized  with  large  riprap.  The  new  bridge,  proposed  to  be  a 
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multiple-span  structure  152  meters  long,  would  not  include  a  pier  within  the  Post  Creek  channeL 
This  much  longer  bridge  would  result  in  less  channel  constriction  aad  allow  the  stream  more  . 
interaction  with  its  floodplain  (Herrera  2005). 

Post  Creek  bridge  construction:  No  traffic  would  be  re-routed  during  construction.  The  new 
bridge  would  be  constructed  along  side  the  existing  bridge,  allowing  for  two-way  traffic  to 
continue  on  the  old  structure  until  the  new  bridge  is  completed.  Once  traffic  can  be  switched  to 
the  new  structure,  the  existing  bridge  would  be  demolished. 

•  Grading  and  construction  practices  that  unnecessarily  disturb  natural  features,  promote 
erosion,  and  require  extensive  revegetation  would  be  avoided. 

•  Bridge  piers  would  be  located  outside  the  ordinary  high-water  mark  for  Post  Creek. 

•  The  newly  constructed  lanes  would  be  graded  in  preparation  for  paving  (arriving  at  the 
finished  elevation  and  shape  of  roadway). 

•  Intersections  with  existing  roads  that  would  be  affected  by  the  new  traffic  lanes 
approaching  the  bridge  would  be  reconfigured. 

•  The  Ml  length  of  the  new  lanes  approaching  the  bridge  would  be  paved,  and  any  new 
driveway  cormections  and  intersections  would  be  created.  GenterUnes  and  fog  lines 
would  be  painted  and  signs  would  be  installed. 

•  Traffic  would  be  relocated  to  the  new  bridge.  Traffic  may  be  routed  to  the  new  bridge 
prior  to  paving  of  the  roadway  approaches  if  it  would  not  affect  traffic  flow  (Herrera 
2005). 

Post  Creek  bridge  removal: 

•  Instream  work  required  to  remove  the  bridge  abutments  would  be  limited  to  the  time 
period  identified  by  the  Tribal  fisheries  program  permitting  process. 

•  The  existing  bridge  would  be  demolished  after  traffic  is  switched  to  the  new  Post  Creek 
bridge. 

•  Coffer  dams,  or  similar  structures,  may  be  constructed  around  areas  of  abutment  removal 
to  control  sediment  erosion  during  removal  of  the  abutments. 

•  The  Department  is  required  to  cut  off  or  remove  substructures  to  a  depth  of  305 
millimeters  below  the  stream  bed  and  that  the  removal  areas  be  shaped  and  contoured  to 
blend  with  the  surrounding  stream  bed  terrain. 

•  Upon  removal  of  the  bridge  abutments,  the  streambanks  would  be  regraded  to  match 
surrounding  conditions  and  would  Ukely  be  stabilized  with  a  combination  of  shrubs  and  a 
riparian  grass  seed  mix  (Herrera  2005). 

Post  Creek  site  restoration: 

•  Remaining  portions  of  the  old  bridge  and  roadway  would  be  removed  upon  completion  of 
the  new  bridge  and  approach  lanes. 

•  A  detailed  revegetation  plan  would  be  developed  for  the  site  (Herrera  2005). 
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Conservation  measures  to  be  implemented  during  Post  Creek  bridge  construction: 

Conservation  measures  and  best  management  practices  to  be  implemented  during  removal  of  the 
existing  bridge  and  construction  of  the  new  bridge  include: 

•  If  vegetation  is  removed  along  the  banks  of  Post  Creek  during  construction,  the  disturbed 
ground  would  be  revegetated  with  desirable  riparian  species,  thereby  reducing  erosion 
and  the  subsequent  introduction  of  sediment  into  the  creek. 

•  Federal,  State,  and  Tribal  regulations  for  erosion  and  sediment  and  spill  control  would  be 
followed  during  all  aspects  of  bridge  construction.  Erosion  control  measures  would  be 
implemented  prior  to  construction  activities. 

•  Equipment  staging  areas,  refueling  locations,  and  other  chemical  storage  or  waste 
disposal  sites  would  be  located  and  protected  so  that  no  spills  could  enter  Post  Creek  or 
any  other  waterway. 

•  Work  bridges  shall  be  constructed  to  withstand  winter  icing  and  spring  runoff  to  prevent 
collapse  of  the  bridge  during  these  condition  and  potential  impacts  to  the  stream  bed.  At 
this  time,  however,  the  need  for  a  work  bridge  is  not  anticipated, 

•  Efforts  would  be  taken  to  minimize  debris  from  demolition  of  the  existing  bridge  and 
piers  from  entering  Post  Creek.  If  portions  of  the  existing  bridge  are  dropped  or  fall  into 
Post  Creek  during  construction  they  would  be  lifted  and  removed  and  not  dragged  from 
the  channel  to  the  bank,  thus  preventing  fttrfher  impact  to  the  streambed  (Herrera  2005). 

Other  fisheries  conservation  measures  included  in  the  project  design:  The  preliminary 
construction  plans  for  this  project  incorporate  numerous  measures  to  minimize  impacts  on 
streams  in  the  project  corridor.  For  example,  all  of  the  proposed  wildlife  crossing  structures 
would  also  provide  benefits  to  aquatic  species  by  spanning  a  greater  portion  of  the  floodplain  and 
allowing  areas  to  be  restored  by  improving  hydrologic  coimections  and  enhancing  vegetative 
cover  on  stream  banks  and  in  riparian  wetlands.  In  addition,  proposed  roadway  alignments  for 
all  alternatives  remain  generally  within  the  existing  alignment,  so  as  to  minimize  new  impacts  on 
streams  (Herrera  2005). 

The  following  additional  measures  have  been  incorporated  into  the  preliminary  construction 
plans  and  specifications  to  minimize  project  effects  on  fisheries  resources. 

•  The  proposed  project  would  reduce  effects  on  fisheries  resources  by  steepening  fill  slopes 
to  4: 1  (tihe  Department  tj^ically  requures  6 : 1  slopes).  This  would  be  incorporated  into  all 
rural  altematives.  Fill  slopes  for  the  approaches  to  bridge  structures  have  also  been 
steepened  to  2:1  because  these  slopes  would  akeady  contain  protective  approach 
guardrails  necessary  to  provide  a  transition  to  the  barrier  rail  on  the  bridges.  These 
steeper  slopes  reduce  the  width  of  the  roadway  footprint  and  consequently  reduce  impacts 
to  floodplains,  wetlands,  and  wildlife  refiige  and  wildlife  management  lands. 

•  Stormwater  treatment  measures  would  be  designed  to  reduce  suspended  solids  from 
stormwater. 

•  The  amoxmt  of  fill  placement  in  floodplains  would  be  minimized. 

•  Preservation  fencing  would  be  installed  to  protect  vegetation  at  riparian  areas  (Herrera 
2005). 
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Other  wildlife  conservation  measures  inclnded  in  the  project  design:  Few  data  are  available 
regarding  the  use  of  crossing  structures  for  wildlife.  The  proposed  crossing  structures  were  sited 
and  selected  based  on  the  best  available  data  on  functional  structures  at  highway  locations 
throughout  North  America.  Therefore,  no  specific  dimensions  are  proposed  for  most  of  the 
crossing  structures  at  this  time.  Instead,  general  sizes  and  characteristics  have  been  provided  in 
the  preliminary  preferred  alternative  (Herrera  2005). 

Another  key  factor  in  use  of  structures  by  carnivores  is  proximity  to  human  activity.  Because 
significant  portions  of  the  project  corridor  are  protected  lands,  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  (Service,  USFWS),  Montana  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  (MFWP),  and  CSKT  are  pursuing 
ongoing  efforts  to  preserve  lands  through  purchase  or  easement,  no  additional  measures  aimed  at 
land  preservation  are  proposed  (Herrera  2005). 

Post-construction  monitoring  is  being  implemented  for  the  US  93  Evaro  to  Poison  reconstruction 
project  at  wildlife  crossings.  The  information  gathered  fi:om  this  monitoring  effort  may  be 
apphcable  to  wildlife  crossings  associated  with  this  project  (Herrera  2005). 

During  construction,  the  following  conservation  measures  would  be  implemented  to  minimize 
nroigrt  cffscts  ou  ^^zzl^'"  bcars! 

•     Educate  contractors  and  construction  crews  regarding  the  need  for  proper  sanitation  in 
grizzly  bear  habitat,  and  instruct  workers  to  report  all  grizzly  bear  sightings  immediately 
to  Tribal  wildhfe  program  biologists. 


• 


• 


Ensure  that  contractors  and  construction  crews  store  all  food  and  garbage  in  bear-proof 
containers  and  remove  all  garbage  daily  from  temporary  offices  and  sleeping  quarters. 

In  the  vicinity  of  Post  Creek,  locate  construction  staging  areas,  field  offices,  and  sleeping 
quarters  according  to  the  following  restrictions: 

o    On  the  west  side  of  the  corridor,  locate  these  facilities  south  of  Dublin  Gulch 
Road  /  Red  Hom  Road  or  north  of  RP  38.2  (approximately  West  Post  Creek  Road 
/  East  Post  Creek  Road). 

o    On  tibe  east  side  of  the  corridor,  locate  these  facilities  south  of  Dublin  Gulch  Road 
/  Red  Hom  Road  (Herrera  2005), 

Urban  segment:  The  urban  portion  of  the  preliminary  preferred  altemative  would  entail 
reconstruction  of  some  existing  roadway  through  Ronan,  including  construction  of  curb,  gutter, 
and  sidewalks  on  both  sides  of  the  roadway.  Reconstruction  at  all  major  intersections  throughout 
Ronan  would  include  chaimelization  to  provide  left-turn  lanes  and,  m  some  cases,  right-turn 
lanes.  The  project  would  also  construct  a  separated  3-meter  wide  pedestrian  /  bicycle  path  from 
Ronan  City  Park  to  Baptiste  Road  /  Spring  Creek  Road.  This  path  would  connect  with  a  pathway 
extending  north  to  Poison,  which  is  currently  being  designed  and  constructed  as  part  of  the  US 
93  -  Evaro  to  Poison  project  (Herrera  2005). 
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The  urban  portion  of  this  project  would  be  a  couplet,  with  a  two-lane,  one-way  northbound 
roadway  on  existing  US  93,  and  a  two-lane,  one-way  southbound  roadway  on  First  Avenue  SW 
with  a  wider  neighborhood  buffer.  Transition  sections  of  four-lane  roadway  with  turning  lanes 
would  be  necessary  south  of  the  couplet  where  the  roadway  would  connect  to  the  rural  lane 
configuration  and  north  of  the  couplet  to  a  four-lane  divided  section  between  Old  Highway  93 
and  the  Baptiste  Road  /  Spring  Creek  Road  intersection  (Herrera  2005). 

The  northbound  leg  of  the  couplet  would  be  on  the  existing  US  93  alignment,  with  two  3.6-meter 
travel  lanes,  a  3-meter  parking  lane  on  the  west  side  of  the  road,  and  a  1.5-meter  bicycle  lane  on 
die  east  side  of  the  road.  Curbs  and  gutters,  3-meter  planting  areas,  and  1 .8-meter  sidewalks 
would  be  provided  on  both  sides  of  the  roadway,  for  a  typical  right-of-way  width  of 
approximately  23 .6  meters  (Herrera  2005). 

The  southbound  leg  of  the  couplet  would  include  two  3.6-meter  travel  lanes,  a  3-meter  parking 
lane  on  the  east  side  of  the  road,  a  1. 5-meter  bicycle  lane  on  the  v/est  side  of  the  road,  and  curbs 
and  gutters.  In  addition,  the  southbound  couplet  roadway  section  would  have  1 .8-meter 
sidewalks,  a  3-meter  planting  area,  and  3.6-meter  buffer  on  the  east  side  of  the  road.  The  typical 
right-of-way  width  for  the  southbound  leg  of  the  Ronan  couplet  would  be  27  meters  (Herrera 
2005). 

Roiian  Spring  Creek  would  be  removed  fi:om  its  present  culvert  to  flow  in  an  open  channel 
between  US  93  and  Fhst  Avenue  SW  (Herrera  2005). 

n.  status  of  the  species  and  critical  habitat 

HA.  BuU  Trout 

II.A.1.  Species  description 

Prior  to  1980,  bull  trout  and  Dolly  Varden  (Salvelinus  malma  Girard)  were  considered  a  single 
species,  the  Dolly  Varden  {Salvelinus  malma  Walbaum).  In  1980,  the  American  Fisheries 
Society  recognized  bull  trout  and  Dolly  Varden  as  distinct  species  (see  Cavender  1978).  Bull 
trout  are  found  mostly  inland  and  Dolly  Varden  occupy  primarily  coastal  drainages.  Though 
identification  may  be  difficult,  genetic  analysis  in  recent  years  has  supported  the  distinctiveness 
of  these  species  .  BuU  trout  have  an  elongated  body,  somewhat  rounded  and  sUghtiy  compressed 
laterally,  and  covered  with  cycloid  scales  numbering  190-240  along  the  lateral  line.  The  mouth 
is  large  with  the  maxilla  extending  beyond  the  eye  and  with  well-developed  teeth  on  both  jaws 
and  head  of  the  vomer  (none  on  the  shaft).  Bull  trout  have  1 1  dorsal  fin  rays,  9  anal  fin  rays,  and 
the  caudal  fin  is  slightly  forked.  Although  they  are  often  olive  green  to  brown  with  paler  sides, 
color  is  variable  with  locality  and  habitat.  Their  spotting  pattern  is  easily  recognizable,  showing 
pale  yellow  spots  on  the  back,  and  pale  yellow,  orange,  pink,  or  red  spots  on  the  sides.  Bull  trout 
fins  are  often  tinged  with  yellow  or  orange,  while  the  pelvic,  pectoral,  and  anal  fins  have  white 
margins.  Bull  trout  have  no  black  or  dark  markings  on  the  dorsal  fin  and  no  hales  around  their 
spots,  which  is  usefiil  in  distinguishing  them  from  brook  trout  (Salvelinus  fontinalis). 
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nA.2.  Listing  history 

In  September  1985,  bull  trout  in  the  coterminous  United  States  were  designated  as  a  category  2 

candidate  for  listing,  in  the  Animal  Notice  of  Review  (USD!  1997).  Category  2  candidates  show 

some  evidence  of  vuhierability  but  not  enough  infbmiation  is  available  to  support  a  listing  of  the 

species  (USD!  1997).  Their  status  changed  in  May  1993  ^ 

category  1  ofthe  candidate  species  list  (USDIl  997).  The  listing  of  category  1^^^^ 

justified,  but  precluded  due  to  other  higher  priority  Hsting  actions  (USDI 1 997). 

In  June  1 998,  the  Service  published  the  final  rule  listing  the  Klamath  River  and  Columbia  River 
distinct  population  segments  (DPS)  as  threatened  (USDI  1 998a),  with  an  effective  date  of 
July  10, 1998.  hiNovember  1999  the  Service  pubhshed  a  rule  Usting  all  populations  of  bull 
trout  as  threatened  throughout  its  entire  range  in  the  coterminous  United  States  (USDI  1999), 
with  an  effective  date  of  December  1,  1999.  This  coterminous  hsting  effectively  elmiinated  the 
five  separate  DPS  designations  within  the  United  States.  For  the  purpose  of  consultation  and 
recovery  the  separate  population  segments  are  recognized  as  interim  recovery  units  and  referred 
to  in  this  document  as  populations  (USDI  1999). 

n.A.3.  Current  known  range 

Bull  trout  are  found  throughout  the  northwestern  United  States  and  m  British  Columbia  in 
western  Canada  (Rieman  and  Mclntyre  1993;  USDI  2002a).  Within  Montana  and  Alberta, 
Canada  bull  trout  also  exist  m  the  headwaters  of  the  South  Saskatchewan  River  basin  and  fiirther 
north  in  drainages  along  the  east  side  of  the  Contuiental  Divide.  In  the  Klamath  River  basin, 
only  isolated,  resident  bull  trout  are  found  in  higher  elevation  headwater  streams  of  the  Upper 
Klamath  Lake,  Sprague  River,  and  Sycan  River  watersheds  (Goetz  1989;  Light  et  al.  1996).  In 
the  state  of  Washington,  bull  trout  are  foxmd  in  coastal  drainages  of  the  Olympic  Peninsula  and 
in  streams  surrounding  Puget  Sound  (USDI  2004a).  In  Montana,  bull  trout  occur  in  the 
headwaters  of  the  Columbia  River  basin  in  the  Clark  Fork  and  the  Kootenai  subbasiQs  (USDI 
2002c  and  2002d). 

n.A.4,  Life  history 

n.A.4.1,  Life  history  forms 

Two  distinct  life-history  types,  migratpry  and  resident,  occur  throughout  the  range  of  bull  trout 
(Pratt  1992;  Rieman  and  Mclntyre  1993).  Migratory  bull  trout  rear  m  na,tal  tributaries  for  several 
years  before  moving  to  larger  rivers  (fluvial  form),  lakes  (adfluvial  form),  or  the  ocean 
(amphidromous)  to  mature  (USDI  2002b).  Migratory  forms  return  to  natal  tributaries  to  spawn 
(USDI  2002b).  Migratory  bull  trout  may  use  a  wide  range  of  habitats  ranging  from  first  to  sixth 
order  streams  and  varying  by  season  and  life  stage.  Resident  populations  often  live  in  small 
headwater  streams  where  they  spend  their  entire  lives  (Thurow  1987;  Goetz  1989). 
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Most  bull  trout  spawning  occurs  between  late  August  and  early  November  (Pratt  1992;  USDI 
2002b).  They  may  spawn  each  year  or  in  alternate  years  (Fraley  and  Shepard  1989).  Hatching 
occurs  in  winter  or  early  spring,  and  alevins  may  stay  in  the  gravel  for  extended  periods, 
typically  emerging  from  the  gravel  in  April.  Growth  is  variable  with  different  environments,  but 
first  spawning  is  usually  noted  after  age  4,  and  the  fish  may  live  1 0  or  more  years  (Pratt  1 992; 
Rieman  and  Mclntyre  1 993).  Although  spawning  typically  occurs  in  second  to  fifth  order 
streams,  juveniles  may  move  upstream  or  downstream  of  reaches  used  by  adults  for  spawning, 
presumably  to  forage  in  other  accessible  waters  (Fraley  and  Shepard  1989;  Ratliff  1992). 
Seasonal  movements  by  adult  bull  trout  may  range  up  to  300  kilometers  as  migratory  fish  move 
from  spawning  and  rearing  areas  into  over-winter  habitat  in  large  lakes  or  rivers  in  the 
downsfream  reaches  of  large  basins  (Bjomn  and  Mallet  1964;  Fraley  and  Shepard  1989). 

n.A.4.2.  Habitat  requirements 

Common  predators  and  competitors  of  juvemle  bull  front  are  larger  bull  front  and  infroduced  fish 
species  of  the  same  genus,  namely  lake  front  (Salvelinus  namayaisA)  and  brook  frout  (Pratt  and 
Huston  1993;  Rieman  and  Mclntyre  1993).  Other  piscivorous  species  such  as  brown  front 
(Salmotmm),  northern  ^ike(Esoxlueius),dJiidwaileje(Stizost^^^ 

considerea  potennai  inreais  m.  some  core  areas  (^uoi-fi  ^uuza,  ^\jtj^u  auu.  ^\j\ij).  i^iowwov-  j..j  ^v/^ 
believed  to  be  a  critical  factor  in  the  long-term  health  and  survival  of  bull  front  populations 
(USDI  1999),  although  wMrling  disease  has  been  detected  in  wild  biill  front  (USDI  2005)  and 
may  have  unpredictable  effects  on  species  complexes. 

Hybridization  with  brook  frout  poses  a  threat  to  the  persistence  of  isolated  or  remnant 
populations.  These  hybrids  are  likely  to  be  sterile  and  may  experience  developmental  problems, 
but  could  play  a  role  in  eliminating  local  populations  of  bull  frout  (Leary  et  al.  1993;  Rieman  and 
Mclntyre  1993;  USDI  2005).  The  degree  of  hybridization,  other  interactions,  and  distribution  of 
the  two  species  is  likely  influenced  by  habitat  condition  (Rieman  and  Mclntyre  1993).  BuU  frout 
are  rare,  if  present  at  all,  in  many  sfreams  supporting  large  numbers  of  brook  frout  (Buckman  et 
al.  1992;  Ziller  1992;  Rich  1996).  Rich  (1996)  found  brook  front  occupied  more  degraded 
sfream  reaches  than  bull  frout.  Leary  et  al.  (1993)  documented  a  shifl:  in  community  dominance 
from  bull  frout  to  brook  frout  in  Lolo  Creek,  Montana,  and  expect  the  frend  to  continue  until  bull 
trout  are  displaced  from  the  sfream.  Habitat  degradation  appears  to  give  brook  frout  a 
competitive  advantage  over  bull  frout  in  sfreams  where  water  temperature  and/or  sediment  levels 
increase. 

Bull  frout  are  sensitive  to  envkonmental  disturbance  at  all  Ufe  stages,  and  have  very  specific 
habitat  requirements.  Bull  frout  growth,  survival,  and  long-term  population  persistaice  appear  to 
be  dependent  upon  five  habitat  characteristics:  water  temperature,  subsfrate  composition, 
migratory  corridors,  channel  stability  and  cover  (Rieman  and  Mchityre  1993).  Cover  includes 
undercut  banks,  large  woody  debris,  boulders,  and  pools  that  are  used  as  rearing,  foraging  and 
resting  habitat,  and  protection  from  predators  (Fraley  and  Shepard  1989;  Watson  and  Hilhnan 
1997).  Deep  pools  also  help  moderate  sfream  temperatures,  offering  refiage  from  warmer  water 
temperatures  during  summer  low-flow  conditions.  Sfream  temperatures  and  subsfrate  types  are 
especially  important  to  bull  front. 
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Temperature:  Like  other  char  species,  bull  trout  are  relatively  intolerant  of  warm  water  and  are 
typically  associated  with  the  coldest  stream  reaches  within  basins  they  iohabit  (Craig  2001; 
Selong  et  al.  2001).  The  most  heavily  populated  reaches  in  several  Oregon  streams  seldom 
exceed  1 5  "C(Biickmanetal.  1992;  Ratliff  1992;  Ziller  1992).  Cold  water  temperatures  are 
required  for  successful  buU  trout  spawning.  Many  studies  report  water  temperatures  near  9°  or 
lOX  during  the  onset  ofspawning(Riehleetal.l997;  Chandler  etal.  2001).  Bulltrout 
spawning  typically  occurs  in  areas  influenced  by  groundwater  (Allan  1980;  Shepard  et  al.  1982; 
Fraley  and  Shepard  1989;  Ratliff  1992).  In  Montana's  Swan  River  drainage,  bull  trout  spawning 
site  selection  occurred  primarily  in  stream  reaches  directly  influenced  by  groundwater  upwelHng 
or  directly  downstream  from  upwelling  reaches  (Baxter  et  al.  1999;  Baxter  and  Hauer  2000). 
Cold  water  upwellings  may  moderate  warmer  sunmier  stream  temperatures  (Bonneau  and 
Scamecchia  1996;  Adams  and  Bjomn  1997)  and  extreme  winter  cold  temperatures,  which  can 
result  in  anchor  ice. 

Cold  water  temperature  also  influences  the  development  of  embryos  and  the  distribution  of 
juveniles  (Fraley  and  Shepard  1989;  Saffel  and  Scamecchia  1995;  Dunham  and  Chandler  2001). 
Selong  et  al.  (2001)  report  the  predicted  ultimate  upper  incipient  lethal  temperature  for  age-0  bull 

trmit  HnritlCT  ^O-rln^/  IsiK  frifllc  fn  hf^  90  Q°P  anri  riAdlr  rrroxTST+ln  i^rk  r\nr>Tir-  at  1  1   0°P      l^/Ao+r.-  n  OQA\ 

reports  juvenile  bull  trout  in  the  Cascade  Mountains  were  not  found  in  water  temperatures  above 
12"C. 

Substrate  composition:  Bull  trout  are  more  strongly  oriented  to  the  stream  bottom  and 
substrate  than  most  other  salmonids  (Pratt  1992).  Substrate  composition  has  been  repeatedly 
correlated  with  bull  trout  occurrence  and  abimdance  (Rieman  and  Mclntyre  1993;  Watson  and 
Hillman  1997;  Earle  and  McKenzie  2001)  as  well  as  selection  of  spawning  sites  (Graham  et  al. 
1981;  Boag  and  Hvenegaard  1997).  Bull  trout  are  more  often  found  in  areas  with  boulder  and 
cobble  substrate  rather  than  areas  of  finer  bed  material  (Watson  andHilhnan  1997). 

Preferred  spawning  habitat  includes  low  gradient  reaches  of  mountain  valley  streams  with  loose, 
clean  gravel  and  cobble  substrate  (Fraley  and  Shepard  1989;  Reiser  et  al.  1997;  MBTSG  1998; 
USDI  2002b).  Fine  sediments  fill  spaces  between  the  gravel  needed  by  incubating  eggs  and  fiy, 
lowering  incubation  survival  and  emergence  success  (Everest  et  al.  1987,  USDI  2002a).  If  fine 
sediment  is  deposited  into  interstitial  spaces  during  incubation,  it  can  impede  the  mpvenient  of 
water  through  the  gravel,  lowering  the  levels  of  dissolved  oxygen  as  well  as  inhibiting  the 
removal  of  metabohc  waste  (MBTSG  1998).  Because  buU  trout  eggs  incubate  about  7  months 
(e.g.,  mid-September  to  mid- April)  in  the  gravel,  they  are  especially  vuhierable  to  fine  sediment 
accumulation  and  water  quality  degradation  (Fraley  and  Shepard  1989).  Some  embryos  can 
incubate  and  develop  successfully  but  emerging  fiy  can  be  trapped  by  fine  sediment  and 
entombed  (MBTSG  1998). 

Juveniles  are  similarly  affected,  as  they  also  live  on  or  within  the  streambed  cobble  (Pratt  1984). 
The  accumulation  of  sediment  leads  to  a  reduction  in  pool  depth  and  interstitial  spaces,  as  well  as 
causing  channel  braiding  or  dewatering  (Shepard  et  al.  1984;  Everest  et  al.  1987).  Substrate 
interstices  also  provide  important  over  wintering  cover  (Goetz  1994;  Jakober  1995).  Sub  adults 
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and  adults  tend  to  occupy  deep  pools  with  boulder-rubble  substrate  and  abundant  cover  (MBTSG 
1998). 

Migratory  corridors :  Migratory  bull  trout  ensure  regular  interchange  of  genetic  material 
between  local  populations  within  core  areas  (USDI  2002a),  and  sometimes  facilitating  genetic 
interchange  among  core  areas  on  an  evolutionary  time  scale,  thereby  promoting  genetic 
variability.  Intact  migratory  corridors  also  allow  for  the  potential  reestabHshment  of  extirpated 
local  populations  (USDI  2002b).  Unfortunately,  many  populations  of  migratory  bull  trout  have 
been  restricted  or  eliminated  due  to  stream  habitat  alterations,  including  seasonal  or  pemianent 
obstructions,  detrimental  changes  in  water  quality,  increased  temperatures,  and  the  alteration  of 
natural  stream  flow  pattems.  Migratory  corridors  tie  seasonal  foraging,  migrating  and 
overwintermg  habitat  (USDI  2002a,  2002b)  to  spawning  and  rearing  habitat  (USDI  2002a, 
2002b)  for  anadromous,  adfluvial,  and  fluvial  forms.  Such  corridors  could  potentially  allow  for 
dispersal  of  resident  forms  for  recolonization  of  recovering  habitats  (Rieman  and  Mclntyre 
1993),  though  evidence  indicates  that  resident  fish  are  naturally  less  likely  to  disperse.  Dam  and 
reservoir  construction  and  operation  have  altered  major  portions  of  migratory  bull  trout  habitat 
throughout  the  Cohmbia  River  Basin  (USDI  2002a,  2002b,  2002c,2005).  Dams  without  fish 
passage  create  barriers  to  fluvial  and  adfluvial  bull  trout  which  isolates  populations,  and  dams 
and  reservoirs  alter  the  natural  hydrograph,  thereby  affecting  forage,  water  temperature,  and 
water  quality  (USDI  1999).  In  addition,  reservoirs  sometimes  do  not  contain  suitable  bull  trout 
habitat  during  certain  portions  of  the  year  when  temperature  or  other  factors  may  be  Ihniting 
(USDI  2002b,  2005). 

Channel  Stability  and  Stream  Flow:  Bull  trout  are  exceptionally  sensitive  to  activities  that 
directly  or  indirectly  affect  stream  channel  integrity.  Juvenile  and  adult  bull  trout  frequently 
inhabit  areas  of  reduced  water  velocity,  such  as  side  channels,  stream  margins,  and  pools.  These 
areas  can  be  eliminated  or  degraded  by  management  activities  (Rieman  and  Mchityre  1993). 
Bull  trout  also  are  sensitive  to  activities  that  alter  stream  flow.  Incubation  to  emergence  may 
take  up  to  200  days  during  winter  and  early  spring.  The  fall  spawning  period  and  strong 
association  of  juvenile  fish  with  stream  channel  substrates  make  bull  trout  vulnerable  to  flow 
pattern  changes  and  associated  channel  instability  (Fraley  and  Shepard  1989;  Pratt  1992;  Pratt 
and  Huston  1 993 ;  Rieman  and  Mclntyre  1 993). 

Pattems  of  stream  flow  and  the  frequency  of  extreme  flow  events  that  influence  substrate  are 
important  factors  in  population  dynamics  (Rieman  and  Mclntyre  1993).  Embryo  and  juvenile 
bull  trout,  closely  associated  with  the  substrate,  may  be  particularly  vulnerable  to  flooding  and 
channel  scour  associated  with  rain-on-snow  events  common  in  some  parts  of  the  range  (Rieman 
and  Mclntyre  1993).  Channel  dewatermg  and  bed  aggradation  also  can  block  access  for 
spawning  fish. 

Cover:  All  life  history  stages  of  bull  trout  are  associated  with  complex  forms  of  cover, 
including  large  woody  debris,  undercut  banks,  boulders  and  pools  (Fraley  and  Shepard  1989; 
Goetz  1989;  USDI  2002a).  Young-of-the-year  bull  trout  tend  to  use  areas  of  low  velocity  such 
as  side  channels,  staying  close  to  substrate  and  submerged  debris  (Rieman  and  Mclntyre  1993). 
Juveniles  live  close  to  undercut  banks,  coarse  rock  substrate  and  woody  debris  in  the  chaonel 
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(Pratt  1984;  Goetz  1991;  Pratt  1992).  Adult  fish  use  deep  pools  with  boulder-rubble  substrate, 
undercut  banks  and  areas  with  large  woody  debris  (Pratt  1984,  1985;  MBTSG  1998;  USD! 
2002a  and  2002b).  Cover  also  plays  an  important  role  to  spawning  bull  trout  by  protecting  the 
adults  from  disturbance  or  predation  as  well  as  providing  security  (MBTSG  1998).  Large 
migratory  bull  trout  typically  spawn  in  small  streams  during  low  flow  periods,  the  combination 
making  them  exceptionally  vulnerable  to  humans  and  other  predators.  Jakober  (1998)  observed 
bull  trout  over  wintering  in  deep  beaver  ponds  and  pools  containing  large  woody  debris  in  the 
Bitterroot  River  drainage,  and  suggested  that  suitable  winter  habitat  may  be  more  restrictive  than 
summer  habitat. 

n.A.5.  Population  dynamics 

n-A.5.1.  Population  size 

Bull  trout  have  declined  in  overall  range  and  numbers  offish.  Though  still  widespread,  there 
have  been  numerous  local  extirpations  reported  throughout  the  Columbia  River  basin  (Thomas 
1992;  Goetz  1994;  USDI  2002b).  According  to  the  Bull  Trout  Draft  Recovery  Plan  (USD! 
2002b),  the  Service  recognizes  121  bull  trout  core  areas  within  the  coterminous  U.S.  range.  The 
ensuins  baseline  and  effects  analvsis  uses  the  "core  Rre?i"  ?jnrl  it«  mm-nnnp^nf  Iai-qI  r*nt^niaf;/>no  ao 
the  unit  of  biological  organization  (USDI  2002b)  to  demonstrate  the  influences  of  human 
activities  on  bull  trout  population  persistence  at  several  scales. 

The  concept  of  establishing  core  areas  "that  contain  bull  trout  populations  with  the  demographic 
characteristics  needed  to  ensure  their  persistence  and  with  the  habitat  needed  to  sustain  those 
characteristics"  (Rieman  and  McLityre  1993)  for  the  purposes  of  bull  trout  conservation  is 
reflected  in  the  scientific  literature  (e.g.,  Rieman  and  Mclntyre  (1993);  MBTSG  (1998);  Frissel 
1993).  Further,  specific  information  on  bull  trout  presence,  population  status,  migratory 
behavior,  spawning  behavior,  and  habitat  relationships  has  been  developed  since  the  1998  Usting 
action  (USDI  2002b,  2005). 

As  a  result  of  the  availability  of  this  new  information,  as  well  as  a  reconsideration  of  the 
scientific  literature  in  light  of  the  new  information,  the  draft  recovery  plan  (USDI  2002b) 
abandoned  the  subpopulation  concept/definition  used  m  the  1998  final  rale  (USDI  1998).  The 
draft  recovery  plan  defined  population  units  more  appropriate  for  the  purposes  of  assessing  the 
current  status  of  bull  trout  and  tracking  progress  towards  recovery.  The  population  terminology 
in  the  remainder  of  this  document  will  no  longer  refer  to  the  subpopulations  as  described  at  the 
time  of  listing. 

The  following  definitions  are  from  the  draft  recovery  plan  (USDI  2002b): 

Local  population:  A  group  of  bull  trout  that  spawn  within  a  particular  stream  or  portion  of  a 
stream  system.   Multiple  local  populations  may  exist  within  a  core  area.  A  local  population  is 
considered  to  be  the  smallest  group  offish  that  is  known  to  represent  an  interacting  reproductive 
unit.  In  most  areas  a  local  population  is  represented  by  a  single  headwater  tributary  or  complex 
of  headwater  tributaries  where  spawning  occurs.  Gene  flow  may  occur  between  local 

Page  13 


populations  (e.g.,  those  within  a  core  population),  but  is  assumed  to  be  infrequent  compared  with 
that  among  individuals  within  a  local  population. 

Core  area:  The  combination  of  core  habitat  (i.e. ,  habitat  that  could  supply  all  elements  for  the 
long-term  security  of  bull  trout)  and  a  core  population  (a  group  of  one  or  more  local  bull  trout 
populations  that  exist  within  core  habitat)  constitutes  the  basic  unit  on  which  to  gauge  recovery. 
Core  areas  require  both  habitat  and  bull  tirout  to  function,  and  the  number  (replication)  and 
characteristics  of  local  populations  inhabiting  a  core  area  provide  a  relative  indication  of  the  core 
area's  likelihood  to  persist.  A  core  area  represents  the  closest  approximation  of  a  biologically 
functioning  unit  for  bull  tirout.  Local  populations  within  a  core  area  have  the  potential  to  interact 
because  of  connected  aquatic  habitat. 

Recovery  unit:  Recovery  units  are  the  major  units  for  managing  recovery  efforts;  recovery  units 
were  described  in  separate  chapters  in  the  draft  recovery  plan  (USD!  2002b).  Most  recovery 
units,  as  proposed,  consist  of  one  or  rnore  inajor  river  basins.  Several  factors  were  considered  in 
our  identifying  recovery  units;  for  example,  biological  and  genetic  factors,  political  boundaries, 
and  ongoing  conservation  efforts.  In  some  instances,  recovery  unit  boundaries  were  modified  to 
maximize  efficiency  of  established  watershed  groups,  encoihpass  areas  of  common  threats,  or 
accommodate  other  logistic  concerns.  Some  proposed  recovery  units  included  portions  of 
mainstem  rivers  (e.g.,  Columbia  and  Snake  rivers)  when  biological  evidence  warranted  such 
inclusion. 

Public  coihment  on  tiie  draft  recovery  plan  for  the  Klamath  River  and  Columbia  River 
populations  (USDI  2002b)  closed  on  February  27, 2003.  Public  comment  for  the  Jarbidge  and 
Coastal-Puget  Sound  populations  closed  on  October  29, 2004.  Peer  review  was  also  conducted 
on  all  of  the  draft  recovery  plan  documents  in  approximately  the  same  respective  time  periods. 
Although  suggestions  to  more  accurately  identify  the  delineation  of  specific  local  populations 
and  their  relationships  to  identified  core  areas  were  received,  no  issues  were  raised  relative  to  the 
general  concept  of  the  local  population/core  area  definitions  or  relationships.  There  were,^ 
however,  substantial  concerns  with  the  definition  of  "recovery  unit."  As  a  result,  the  Service's 
current  draft  of  the  draft  recovery  plan  for  all  populations  of  bull  tirout  has  substitiited  the  term 
"management  unit"  for  "recovery  unit"  (i.e.,  because  "recovery  unit"  is  a  unique  term  relative  to 
Service  consultation  and  listing  programs  with  a  biological  threshold  that  these  units  do  not 
consistently  meet).  We  acknowledge  that  the  existing  management  units  have  no  consistent 
biological  significance  across  the  range,  but  tiiey  do  provide  an  orderly  avenue  for  management 
and  coordination  with  other  stakeholders.  The  final  resolution  of  how  recovery  units  will  be 
described  has  not  been  ftilly  completed.  Pending  completion  of  tiie  current  bull  tirout  five-year 
review  and  decisions  forthcoming  from  that  process,  additional  resolution  of  the  recovery  unit 
structure  is  anticipated.  Regardless,  we  do  not  anticipate  that  the  basic  stiructure  of  core  areas 
and  local  populations  will  be  modified,  except  in  response  to  new  biological  information  tiiat 
causes  refinement  within  individual  core  areas. 

To  evaluate  the  current  status  of  bull  tirout  distiibution  and  abundance  for  the  five-year  review, 
the  Service  analyzed  the  most  recent  information  on  bull  tirout  relative  to  core  areas  and  local 
populations  (USDI  2005). 
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Some  core  areas  are  considered  at  inherently  higher  risk  of  extirpation  from  naturally  occurring 
or  human-caused  events,  especially  where  the  core  areas  are: 

1 .  Unlikely  to  be  reestablished  by  individuals  from  another  core  area  (i.e.,  fimctionally  or 
geographically  isolated  from  other  core  areas); 

2.  Limited  to  a  single  spawning  area  (i.e.,  spatially  restricted);  and  either 

3.  Characterized  by  low  individual  or  spawning  numbers;  or 

4.  Primarily  of  a  single  life-history  form. 

For  example,  a  core  area  that  is  isolated  in  a  small  watershed  upstream  of  an  impassable 
waterfall  (e.g.,  several  of  those  found  in  Glacier  National  Park)  would  be  considered  at  elevated 
risk  of  extirpation  from  naturally  occurring  events,  especially  if  the  core  area  had  low  numbers  of 
fish  that  spawn  in  a  restricted  area.  In  such  cases,  an  event  such  as  a  fire  or  flood  affecting  the 
spawning  area  could  eliminate  bull  trout  from  the  core  area,  and  the  impassable  waterfall  would 
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However,  a  core  area  residing  downstream  of  the  waterfall  might  not  be  considered  at  the  same 
level  of  risk  of  extirpation  from  naturally  occurring  events  because  there  would  be  potential  for 
immigration  of  fish  from  adjacent  core  areas  either  upstream  or  downstream.  Because  resident 
bull  trout  may  exhibit  limited  downstream  movement,  the  potential  for  reestabhshment  of 
extirpated  core  areas  under  such  conditions  maybe  limited. 

In  the  process  of  reviewing  information  relative  to  the  bull  trout  listing  process,  the  status  of 
subpopulations  was  hased  on  modified  criteria  of  Rieman  et  al.  (1997),  including  the  abundance, 
trends  in  abundance,  and  the  presence  of  life-history  forms  of  bull  trout.  In  the  listing,  the 
Service  considered  a  subpopulation  "strong"  if  5,000  individuals  or  500  spawners  likely  occurred 
in  the  subpopulation,  abundance  appeared  stable  or  increasing,  and  life-history  forms  were  likely 
to  persist.  The  Service  considered  a  subpopulation  "depressed"  if  less  than  5,000  individuals  or 
500  spawners  likely  occurred  in  the  subpopulation,  abundance  appeared  to  be  declining,  or  a  life- 
history  form  historically  present  had  been  lost.  The  complete  review  of  this  evaluation  is  found 
ia  a  status  summary  compiled  by  the  Service  (USD!  1998c). 

Based  on  abundance,  trends  ki  abundance,  and  the  presence  of  life-history  forms,  bull  trout  were 
considered  strong  in  13  percent  of  the  occupied  range  in  the  interior  Columbia  River  basin 
(Quigley  and  Arbelbide  1 997).  Using  various  estimates  of  bull  trout  range,  Rieman  et  al.  (1 997) 
estimated  that  bull  trout  populations  were  strong  in  6  percent  of  the  subwatersheds  in  the 
Columbia  River  basin.  Bull  trout  declines  have  been  attributed  to  the  effects  of  land  and  water 
management  activities,  includhig  forest  management  and  road  building,  mining,  agricultural 
practices,  livestock  grazing  (Meehan  1991;  Frissell  1993),  isolation  and  habitat  fragmentation 
from  dams  and  agricultural  diversions  (Rode  1990;  Jakober  1995),  fisheries  management 
practices,  poaching  and  the  iatroduction  of  non-native  species  (Rode  1990;  Bond  1992;  Donald 
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and  Alger  1993;  Leary  et  al.  1993;  Pratt  and  Huston  1993;  Rieman  and  Mclntyre  1993;  MBTSG 
1998;  USDI 2002). 

n.A.5.2.  Population  variability 

Distribution  of  existing  bull  trout  populations  is  often  patchy  even  where  numbers  are  still  strong 
and  habitat  is  in  good  condition  (Rieman  and  Mclntyre  1993, 1995).  It  is  unlikely  bull  trout 
historically  occupied  all  of  the  accessible  streams  within  the  range  at  any  one  time.  The  number 
of  bull  trout  within  a  population  can  vary  dramatically  both  spatially  and  temporally.  Redd 
counts  are  commonly  used  to  assess  population  trends.  Existing  long-term  redd  count  data 
indicate  a  high  degree  of  variability  within  and  between  populations  (Rieman  and  Mclntyre 
1996,  USDI  2002b,  USDI  2005).  Habitat  preferences  or  selection  is  likely  important  (Rieman 
and  Mclntyre  1995;  Dambacher  and  Jones  1997;  Baxter  and  Hauer  2000),  but  mpre  stochastic 
extirpation  and  colonization  processes  may  influence  distribution  even  within  suitable  habitats 
(Rieman  and  Mclntyre  1995). 

Based  on  the  work  of  Rieman  and  Mclntyre  (1993),  the  draft  recovery  plan  identified  four 
elements  to  consider  when  assessing  long-term  viability  of  bull  trout  populations:  (1)  nyimber  of 
local  popxilations,  (2)  adult  abundance  (defined  as  the  number  of  spawniag  fish  present  m  a  core 
area  in  a  given  year);  (3)  productivity,  or  the  reproductive  rate  of  the  population;  and  (4) 
coimectivity  (as  represented  by  the  migratory  life  history  form). 

n.A.5.3.  Population  stability 

The  draft  recovery  plan  (USDI  2002a)  defined  core  areas  as  groups  of  partially  isolated  local 
populations  of  bull  trout  with  some  degree  of  gene  flow  occurring  between  them.  Based  on  this 
definition,  core  areas  can  be  considered  metapopulations.  A  metapopulation  is  an  interacting 
network  of  local  populations  with  varying  frequencies  of  migration  and  gene  flow  among  them. 
(Meefe  and  Carroll  1994).  In  theory,  bull  trout  metapopulations  (core  areas)  can  be  composed  of 
two  or  more  local  populations,  but  it  has  been  suggested  that  for  a  bull  trout  metapopulation  to 
fimction  effectively,  at  a  minimum  between  five  and  10  local  populations  are  required.  Bull 
trout  core  areas  with  fewer  than  five  local  populations  are  at  increased  risk  of  local  extirpation, 
core  areas  with  between  five  and  10  local  populations  are  at  mtermediate  risk,  and  core  areas 
with  more  than  10  local  interconnected  local  populations  are  at  diminished  risk  (USDI  2002c). 

The  best  available  information  indicates  that  bull  tirout  are  ia  widespread  decline  across  their 
historic  range  and  are  restiicted  to  numerous  reproductively  isolated  units  in  the  Columbia  River 
basin  with  maay  recent  local  extirpations  (Rieman  et  al.  1997;  USDI  1998b).  The  largest 
contiguous  areas  supporting  bull  trout  are  central  Idaho  and  western  Montana.  Many  bull  tirout 
units  in  the  Columbia  River  population  are  characterized  by  declining  trends. 
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II.A.6  status  and  distribution 

II.A.6,1.  Historic  and  current  distribution 

The  historic  range  of  bull  trout  was  restricted  to  North  America  (Cavender  1978;  Haas  and 
McPhail  1991).  Bull  trout  were  historically  recorded  from  the  McGloud  River  in  northem 
California,  the  Klamath  River  basin  in  Oregon  and  throughout  the  Columbia  River  basin  in  much 
of  interior  Oregon,  Washington,  Idaho,  northem  Nevada,  and  western  Montana.  They  also 
occurred  in  coastal  and  interior  British  Columbia,  extending  along  the  east  slopes  of  the  Rockies 
in  Alberta  and  including  a  small  area  m  northem  Montana  (Rieman  et  al.  1 997). 

Bull  trout  may  be  a  glacial  relict  and  their  broad  distribution  has  probably  contracted  and 
expanded  periodically  with  natural  climate  change  (Williams  et  al.  1997).  Genetic  variation 
suggests  an  extended  and  evolutionarily  important  isolation  between  populations  m  the  Klamath 
basin  and  those  in  the  Columbia  River  basin  (Leary  et  al.l993).  Populations  within  the 
Columbia  River  basin  are  more  closely  allied  and  are  thought  to  have  expanded  from  at  least  two 
common  glacial  refixgias  in  recent  geologic  time  (WiUiams  et  al.  1997;  Haas  and  McPhail  2001). 
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support  only  remnant  populations  of  bull  trout.  Bull  trout  were  reported  present  in  36  percent 
and  unknown  or  unclassified  in  28  percent  of  the  subwatersheds  within  the  potential  historic 
range.  Strong  populations  were  estimated  to  occur  in  only  6  percent  of  the  potential  historic 
range  (Rieman  et  al.  1997).  Bull  trout  are  now  extirpated  in  California  and  only  remnant 
populations  are  found  in  portions  of  Oregon  (Ratliff  and  Howell  1992).  A  small  population  still 
exists  in  the  headwaters  of  the  Jarbidge  River,  Nevada,  which  represents  the  present  southern 
limit  of  the  species' range. 

Though  bull  trout  may  move  throughout  entire  river  basias  seasonally,  spawning  and  juvenile 
rearing  appear  to  be  restricted  to  the  coldest  streams  or  stream  reaches.  The  downstream  limits 
of  habitat  used  by  bull  trout  are  strongly  associated  with  gradients  in  elevation,  longitude,  and 
latitude,  which  likely  approximate  a  gradient  in  climate  across  the  basin  (Goetz  1994).  The 
patterns  mdicate  that  spatial  and  temporal  variation  in  climate  may  strongly  influence  habitat 
available  to  bull  trout.  While  temperatures  are  probably  suitable?  throughout  much  of  the 
northem  and  mountauious  portions  of  the  range,  predicted  spawning  and  rearing  habitat  are 
restricted  to  increasingly  isolated  high  elevation  or  headwater  "islands"  toward  the  south  (Goetz 
1994;  Rieman  and  Mclntyre  1995). 

II A,6  J,  Status  of  biiU  trout  in  the  Columbia  River  basin 

Range-wide,  local  populations  of  bull  trout  within  their  respective  core  areas  are  often  isolated 
and  remnant.  Migratory  hfe  histories  have  been  lost  or  limited  throughout  major  portions  of  the 
range  (Ratliff  and  Howell  1992;  Pratt  and  Huston  1993;  Rieman  and  Mclntyre  1993, 1995; 
Goetz  1994;  Jakober  1995;  MBTSG  1998;  USDI  2002b;  USDI 2005)  and  fluvial  bull  trout 
populations  in  portions  of  the  upper  Columbia  River  basin  appear  to  be  nearly  extirpated  (USDI 
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2002b,  2005).  Resident  populations  existing  in  headwater  tributary  reaches  are  isolated  aad 
generally  low  in  abundance  (Thomas  1992). 

The  Service  recognizes  121  bull  trout  core  areas  rangewide  in  Idaho,  Montana,  Oregon,  Nevada 
and  Washington  (USDI  2002b).  Core  areas  were  previously  defined  as  approximating 
interacting  biological  units  for  bull  trout.  Within  the  Columbia  River  basin,  a  total  of  98  core 
areas  are  described  (USDI  2002b).  Bull  trout  are  threatened  by  habitat  loss  and  degradation, 
passage  restrictions  at  dams,  and  competition  from  non-native  species,  especially  brook  trout  and 
lake  trout.  The  American  Fisheries  Society  hsted  bull  trcnit  as  a  species  of  concern  in  all  of  its 
range  (CaUfomia,  Idaho,  Montana,  Nevada,  Oregon,  Washington,  Mberta,  and  British 
Columbia)  except  Alaska,  because  of  preset  or  threatened  destruction,  modification,  or 
curtailment  of  its  habitat  or  range  and  introduction  of  exotic  species  (Williams  et  al.  1989).  Bull 
trout  have  been  categorized  as  an  indicator  species  of  forest  and  ecosystem  health  as  they  are 
particularly  sensitive  to  environmental  change  (Rieman  and  Mclntyre  1993). 

Generally,  where  status  is  knovm  and  population  data  exists,  bull  trout  populations  throughout 
the  Columbia  River  basin  are  at  best  stable  and  more  often  declioing  (Thomas  1992;  Schill  1992; 
Pratt  and  Huston  1993;  USDI  2005).  Presently,  bull  trout  in  the  Columbia  basin  occupy  about  45 
percent  of  their  estimated  historic  range  (Quigley  and  Axbelbide  1997).  Many  of  the  bull  trout 
core  areas  occur  as  isolated  watersheds  in  headwater  tributaries,  or  in  tributaries  where  the 
migratory  corridors  have  been  lost  or  restricted.  Few  bull  trout  core  areas  are  considered  strong 
in  terms  of  relative  abundance  and  core  area  stability  (USDI  1998c;  USDI  2005).  Strong  core 
areas  are  generally  associated  with  large  areas  of  contiguous  habitat. 

Although  there  are  multiple  resources  that  contribute  to  the  subject,  Spruell  et  al.  (2003)  best 
summarized  genetic  information  on  bull  trout  population  structure.  Spruell  et  al.  (2003) 
analyzed  1,847  bull  trout  from  65  sampling  locations,  4  located  in  three  coastal  drainages 
(Klamath,  Queets,  and  Skagit  Rivers),  one  in  the  Saskatchewan  River  drauiage  (Belly  River), 
and  60  scattered  throughout  the  Columbia  River  Basra.  They  concluded  that  there  is  a  consistent 
pattem  among  genetic  studies  of  bull  trout,  regardless  of  whether  examining  allozymes, 
mitochondrial  DNA,  or  most  recently  microsatellite  loci.  Typically,  the  genetic  pattem  shows 
relatively  little  genetic  variation  within  populations,  but  substantial  divergence  between 
populations.  Microsatellite  loci  analysis  supports  the  existence  of  at  least  three  major  genetically 
differentiated  groups  (or  lineages)  of  bull  trout  (Spmell  et  al.  2003).  They  were  characterized  as: 

•  "Coastal^mcluding  the  Deschutes  River  and  all  of  the  Colinnbia  River  dram^ 
downstream,  as  well  as  most  coastal  streams  in  Washington,  Oregon,  and  British 
Columbia.  A  compelling  case  also  exists  that  the  Klamath  Basin  represents  a  unique 
evohitionary  lineage  within  the  coastal  group. 

•  "Snake  River",  which  also  included  the  John  Day,  Umatilla,  and  Walla  Walla  Rivers. 
Despite  close  proximity  of  the  John  Day  and  Deschutes  Rivers,  a  striking  level  of 
divergence  between  bull  trout  in  these  two  systems  was  observed. 


Page  18 


•     "Upper  Columbia  River"  which  incliades  the  entire  basin  in  Montana  and  northern 
Idaho.  A  tentative  assignment  was  made  by  Spmell  et  al.  (2003)  of  the  Saskatchewan 
River  drainage  populations  (east  of  the  continental  divide),  grouping  them  with  the  upper 
Columbia  River  group, 

Spmell  et  al.  (2003)  noted  that  within  the  major  assemblages,  populations  were  further 
subdivided,  primarily  at  the  level  of  major  river  basins.  Taylor  et  al.  (1999)  surveyed  bull  trout 
populations,  primarily  from  Canada,  and  found  a  major  divergence  between  inland  and  coastal 
populations.  It  has  been  suggested  that  the  pattems  reflected  the  existence  of  two  glacial  refugia, 
consistent  with  the  conclusions  of  Spmell  and  the  biogeographic  analysis  of  Haas  and  McPhail 
(2001).  Both  Taylor  et  al.  (1999)  and  Spmell  et  al.  (2003)  concluded  that  the  Deschutes  River 
represented  the  most  upstream  limit  of  the  Coastal  lineage  in  the  Columbia  River  Basin. 

Status  of  the  Clark  Fork  River  subbasin:  WithiQ  the  upper  portions  of  the  Coliimbia  River 
basin  in  Montana  and  northern  Idaho,  upstream  of  the  impassible  barrier  Albeni  Falls  Dam  on 
the  outlet  of  Lake  Pend  Oreille,  bull  trout  are  found  in  38  core  areas  within  the  Clark  Fork  River 
drainage  (USDI  2002c).  At  least  152  local  populations  of  bull  trout  have  been  identified 
associated  within  these  core  areas  (USD!  2002c). 

The  Service  considers  many  of  the  core  areas  iii  the  Clark  Fork  River  drainage  to  be  at  risk  of 
extirpation  due  in  part  to  naturd  isolation,  single  life-history  form,  aad  low  abundance. 
Expansion  of  nonnative  lake  trout  into  headwater  lakes  is  the  single  largest  human-caused  threat 
in  most  of  the  31  primarily  adfluvial  core  areas,  and  dams  and  degraded  habitat  have  contributed 
significantly  to  bull  trout  declines  in  the  7  core  areas  centered  primarily  in  fluvial  habitat  in  the 
Clark  Fork  subbasin. 

A  discussion  of  bull  trout  status  in  major  watersheds  of  the  Clark  Fork  subbasin  foUows.  The 
purpose  of  this  discussion  is  to  describe  bull  trout  status  at  a  smaller  spatial  scale  than  the  larger 
subbasin  (generally  by  core  areas)  and  to  put  the  proposed  project  into  proper  spatial  context. 

Core  areas  within  the  Clark  Fork  subbasin  are  described  in  the  following  upstream  order, 
beginning  at  Albeni  Falls  Dam  on  the  Pend  Oreille  River,  which  is  located  downstream  of  the 
natural  outlet  of  Lake  Pend  Oreille.  Current  status  is  taken  from  the  template  analysis  produced 
for  the  bull  trout  5-year  review  (USDI  2005).  For  core  area  descriptions,  see  USDI  2002c. 

Lake  Pend  Oreille:  The  Lake  Pend  Oreille  watershed  is  one  of  the  largest,  most  complex,  and 
best-documented  bull  trout  core  areas  in  the  upper  Columbia  River  watershed,  encompassing 
95,000-acre  Lake  Pend  Oreille  (the  largest  and  deepest  natural  lake  in  Idaho)  and  extending  into 
western  Montana.  An  extensive  redd  count  monitoring  program  was  devised  by  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  and  has  been  in  place  since  1983  (USDI  2005).  These  redd  counts 
accurately  reflect  the  population  trend.  Data  is  collected  from  six  index  tributary  streams:  two  in 
the  lower  Clark  Fork  River  (downstream  of  Cabinet  Gorge  Dam),  and  four  other  systems 
tributary  to  the  lake.  Index  counts  average  about  two-thirds  to  three-fourths  of  the  known 
spawning  in  the  contiguous  Pend  Oreille  basin.  Bull  trout  index  redd  counts  have  ranged  from 
about  300-700  throughout  the  22-year  period  of  record  (averaging  505).  In  the  7  years  post- 
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listing  (1998-2004),  index  redd  counts  have  ranged  between  462  and  691,  averaging  582.  There 
is  some  indication  that  numbers  have  been  more  robust  since  1998.  The  status  and  trend  of  bull 
trout  in  this  core  area  was  considered  "depressed"  and  "declining"  based  on  information 
available  atthetime  of  hsting  (USDI 1998).  Based  on  recent  analysis,  there  are  asmany  as 
5,000  adult  bull  trout  in  this  core  area  and  the  recent  trend  is  considered  stable  or  increasing. 
These  findings  reflect  improved  monitoring  and  expanded  knowledge  about  population 
demographics  in  this  core  area  as  much  or  more  than  recent  population  response.  The  potential 
for  increased  bull  trout  recruitment  to  this  core  area  from  the  Clark  Fork  River  watershed  as  a 
result  of  artificial  upstream  passage  of  spawning  bull  trout  over  the  dams  is  promising,^  but 
untested.  The  range  of  this  core  area  has  also  been  expanded  to  include  the  lower  portions  of  the 
Priest  River  watershed,  based  on  results  ofbull  trout  radio  telemetry  studies.  Theprecarious 
status  ofkokaneesahnon(0ndor/iync/iw5nerfei)  (the  primary  forage  fish)  and  apparent 
expansion  of  the  lake  trout  population,  which  may  currently  exceed  bull  trout  abundance  in  Lake 
Pend  Oreille,  are  the  biggest  threats  to  recovery  and  the  magnitude  and  imminence  of  the 
nonnative  species  threat  remains  high. 

Priest  Lakes:  TTie  status  and  trend  of  bull  trout  in  this  core  area  was  considered  "depressed" 
and  "dechning"  based  on  information  available  at  the  time  of  listing  (USDI  1998).  Based  on  _ 
recent  analysis,  there  are  fewer  than  100  adult  bull  trout  in  this  core  area  and  the  recent  trend  is 
considered  stable  at  best,  more  probably  dechning  (USDI  2005).  The  range  of  this  core  area  has 
declined  as  the  lower  portions  of  the  Priest  River  watershed,  based  on  results  ofbull  trout  radio 
telemetry  studies,  are  now  considered  part  of  the  Lake  Pend  Oreille  core  area,  hi  addition, 
former  local  populations  of  buU  trout  m  the  main  basm  of  Priest  Lake  are  increasingly  weak  and 
fragmented.  Annual  efforts  to  remove  lake  frout  from  Upper  Priest  Lake  axe,  at  best,  a  stopgap 
measure.  The  precarious  status  of  kokanee  (a  primary  forage  fish)  and  continumg  expansion  of 
the  lake  trout  population  are  the  biggest  threats  to  recovery  and  the  magnitude  and  unmmence  of 
the  nonnative  species  threat,  mcludmg  brook  frout,  remains  high.  The  conclusion  that  bull  frout 
in  this  core  area  are  threatened  with  extirpation  is  inescapable. 

Cabinet  Gorge  Reservoir:  A  large  amount  of  recent  data  hasheen  collected,  characterizing 
both  bull  frout  abundance  and  demographics  in  this  core  area  since  the  Avista  Native  Sahnomd 
Restoration  Program  began  conducting  surveys  m  2000  (USDI  2005).  Prior  to  ttiat  there  was 
only  limited  and  partial  monitoring  ofbull  frout  in  this  core  area.  Results  of  redd  counts  smce 
2000  indicate  approxhnately  1 0-50  redds  per  year  have  been  constructed  in  portions  of  the  Bull 
River  drainage  (Lockard  et  al.  2002;  MFWP  2004).  Additional  Hmited  spawning  is  thought  to 
occur  in  Rock  Creek,  though  identification  of  redds  has  been  problematic.  Passage  of 
fransmittered  fish  over  Cabinet  Gorge  Dam  has  contributed  to  the  total  since  2003.  Extensive 
radio  fracking  of  fish  has  led  to  many  unportant  observations  of  timmg  and  movement  patterns 
related  to  spawning.  Prelhninary  conclusions  are  that  the  abundance  of  adult  bull  frout  m 
Cabmet  Gorge  Reservofr  is  around  100  fish.  The  deteimmation  is  complicated  by  movement 
patterns  over  two  dams  (Cabinet  Gorge  and  Noxon  Rapids)  that  sandwich  tiie  core  area  and  tiie 
influx  and  egress  of  adult  bull  frout  that  has  been  documented  to  occur  m  this  core  area.  There  is 
insufficient  data  to  reveal  any  frend  mdication,  though  it  is  known  that  the  ti-ap  and  fransport  ^^ 
program  has  enhanced  frie  number  ofbull  frout  spawnmg  hi  the  core  area.  Spruell  et  al.  (2000) 
reported  on  the  findmgs  of  a  scientific  panel  that  mvestigated  the  genetic  structure  ofbull  frout  m 
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the  Lake  Pend  Oreille  -  Lower  Clark  Fork  system,  with  particular  attention  to  strategies  for 
retaining  genetic  connectivity  of  bull  trout  in  Lake  Pend  Oreille  with  upstream  portions  of  the 
Clark  Fork  River  drainage  in  Montana,  including  local  populations  isolated  in  Cabinet  Gorge 
Reservoir.  The  panel  endorsed  strategies,  which  would  restore  connectivity  (including  trap  and 
transfer  of  migratory  buU  trout  over  dams)  to  allow  the  foil  expression  of  bull  trout  hfe  histories 
and  maximize  the  potential  for  natural  gene  flow.  Genetic  data  supported  the  hypothesis  that 
bull  trout  migrating  to  the  base  of  Cabinet  Gorge  Dam  were  individuals  that  hatched  in  upstream 
tributaries,  reared  in  Pend  Oreille,  and  were  blocked  by  the  dams  from  returning  to  their  natal 
tributaries  to  spawn  (Neraas  and  Spruell  2001).  More  recent  work  has  lent  credibility  to  the  use 
of  genetic  markers  as  an  accurate  indicator  of  which  source  populations  fish  are  derived  from, 
allowing  managers  to  transport  individual  trapped  fish  to  the  general  vicinity  of  their  stream  of 
origin.  The  findings  to  date  support  previous  conclusions  that  upstream  and  downstream 
connectivity  to  this  core  area  should  be  restored  so  that  under  recovered  conditions  it  should 
fonction  as  part  of  a  larger  core  area  complex  (USFWS  2002c). 

Many  of  the  actions  conducted  under  the  A^vista  Fish  Passage  and  Native  Sahnonid  Restoration 
Plan  of  the  Clark  Fork  FERC  Settlement  Agreement  have  been  directed  at  transporting  bull  trout 
upstream  and  downstream  over  Cabinet  Gorge  and  Noxon  Rapids  Dams,  with  a  goal  of 
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upstream  watersheds  blocked  by  the  dams.  In  2002,  a  total  of  416  juvenile  bull  trout  were 
captured  in  fish  traps  while  migrating  downstream  in  Rock  Creek,  Bull  River,  Graves  Creek  and 
the  Vermilion  River.  Of  that  total,  about  40  percent  (167  fish)  were  transported  to  Idaho  and 
released  in  the  Clark  Fork  River  below  Cabinet  Gorge  Dam.  All  were  marked  for  future 
identification.  In  2003, 221  juvenile  bull  trout  were  captured  migrating  downstream  and  88  were 
successfully  transported  below  Cabinet  Gorge  Dam.  A  second  phase  of  the  Avista  Native 
Sahnonid  Restoration  ProgranS  involves  capture  and  transfer  of  adult  bull  trout  migrating  to  the 
base  of  Cabinet  Gorge  Dam.  In  2003,  a  total  of  42  adult  bull  trout  were  captured  and  transferred 
from  the  Clark  Fork  River  into  Cabinet  Gorge  Reservoir.  Seven  of  those  were  fish  that  had  been 
captured  and  transported  over  the  dam  in  previous  years  (2001  or  2002).  Of  36  bull  trout  that 
were  that  were  implanted  with  transmitters  and  radio  tracked  in  2003,  upstream  movements  of  20 
were  detected  in  the  Bull  River  drainage,  2  were  detected  in  the  Rock  Creek  drainage,  and  14 
staged  below  Noxon  Rapids  Dam,  the  next  upstream  barrier  on  the  Clark  Fork  River.  Tracking 
of  bull  trout  to  the  spawning  areas,  combined  with  redd  counts,  led  to  the  conclusion  that  most 
(73-89  percent)  of  the  potential  bull  trout  egg  deposition  in  the  Bull  River  drainage  in  2003  was 
from  migratory  fish  transported  over  Cabinet  Gorge  Dam.  Additional  information  gathered  from 
radio  tracked  fish  in  2003  and  2004  has  also  supported  the  hypothesis  that  Rock  Creek,  despite 
its'  chronically  dewatered  condition,  continues  to  support  migratory  bull  trout . 

Extensive  information  is  being  collected  on  the  overlap  with  and  potential  superimposition  of 
brown  trout  redds  in  important  bull  trout  drainages.  Studies  are  ongoing  related  to  concerns  that 
northern  pike  negatively  interact  with  bull  trout  and  predate  on  juvenile  bull  trout  in  Cabinet 
Gorge  Reservoir.  There  are  also  concerns  about  negative  interactions  with  high  densities  of 
brook  trout  in  many  watersheds  and  the  potential  for  an  increasing  population  of  recently 
illegally  introduced  walleye  that  are  reproducing  in  Noxon  Reservoir.  To  date,  control  actions 
on  these  species  have  not  been  initiated,  pending  .fturther  analysis. 
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In  1997  and  1998  a  total  of  780  fish  were  collected  among  nine  sites  in  Montana  above  Cabinet 
Gorge  Dam  and  384  fish  firom  four  sites  in  Idaho  below  the  dam  for  pathogen  surveys.  Only  one 
fish  was  a  bull  trout,  but  the  study  was  conducted  in  response  to  concerns  that  transport  of  bull 
trout  over  the  dam  might  introduce  new  fish  pathogens  upstream.  The  soluble  antigen  of  i?. 
salmoninarum,  the  causative  agent  for  bacterial  kidney  disease,  was  detected  in  fish  firom  all 
sample  sites  across  the  study  area,  though  no  clinical  cases  of  the  disease  were  found.  F. 
psychrophilum,  the  bacterium  that  causes  cold  water  disease,  was  isolated  firom  samples  below 
tbe  dam,  but  not  above.  However,  the  pathogen  is  generally  regarded  as  a  widely  distributed 
organism  and  because  it's  ubiquitous  it  was  not  determined  to  be  an  agent  of  concern  for  the  fish 
transport  program.  IPN  virus  was  also  isolated  from  brook  trout  in  the  Mosquito  Creek  drainage, 
but  previous  cases  had  already  occurred  in  the  drainage  and  this  pathogen  was  also  known  fi-om 
upstream  waters  in  Montana.  No  evidence  of  M  cere&ra/w,  the  parasite  that  causes  whirling 
disease,  was  detected  in  any  of  the  samples.  With  these  findings,  the  fish  transport  program 
moved  forward. 

The  status  and  trend  of  bull  trout  in  this  core  area  was  considered  "depressed"  and  "unknown" 
based  on  infomation  available  at  the  time  of  Hsting  (USDI 1998).  Since  that  time,  intensively 
focused  monitoring  and  research  efforts  have  occurred  in  this  core  area  as  part  of  the  Avista 
Native  Sahnonid  Restoration  Program.  Based  on  that  recent  analysis,  we  conclude  that  the 
abimdance  of  adult  bull  trout  in  Cabinet  Gorge  Reservoir  is  around  100  fish.  The  determination 
is  compUcated  by  movement  patterns  over  two  dams  (Cabinet  Gorge  and  Noxon  Rapids)  that 
sandwich  the  core  area  and  the  influx  and  egress  of  adult  buU  tirout  that  has  been  documented  to 
oocur  in  this  core  area.  There  is  uisufficient  data  to  reveal  any  trend  indication,  though  it  is 
khown  that  the  trap  and  transport  program  has  enhanced  the  number  of  bull  trout  spawning  in  the 
core  area.  The  potential  for  increased  bull  trout  recniitinent  to  this  core  area  from  the  Clark  Fork 
River  watershed  as  a  result  of  artificial  upstream  passage  of  spawning  bull  trout  over  the  dams  is 
promising,  but  untested.  Suitability  of  the  reservoir  habitat  for  adult  bull  tirout  remains  limiting, 
thus  the  emphasis  on  connectivity  to  restore  this  core  area  as  a  functioning  portion  of  a  larger 
complex  of  core  areas.  This  core  area  cannot  stand  alone  as  a  fimctioning  unit  for  bull  tirout 
recovery.  The  current  approach  of  restoring  fimctional  connectivity  to  allow  upstream  and 
downstiream  migration  will  benefit  tiie  entire  Lake  Pend  Oreille/Lower  Clark  Fork  ecosystem, 
though  obstacles  remain  to  achieving  that  goal  and  it  will  require  a  focused  and  long-term  effort. 

Noxon  Rapids  Reservoir:  The  status  and  tiend  of  bull  tirout  in  this  core  area  was  considered 
"depressed"  and  "unknown"  based  on  information  available  at  the  time  of  listing  (USD!  1998). 
Since  that  time,  intensively  focused  monitoring  and  research  efforts  have  occurred  in  this  core 
area  as  part  of  tiie  Avista  Native  Sahnonid  Restoration  Program  (USDI  2005).  Based  on  that 
recent  analysis,  we  conclude  that  tiie  abundance  of  adult  bull  tirout  m  Noxon  Reservoir  is  greater 
tiian  100  fish.  The  determination  is  compKcated  by  movement  patterns  over  two  dams  (Noxon 
Rapids  and  Thompson  Falls)  that  sandwich  the  core  area  and  the  influx  and  egress  of  adult  bull 
tirout  tiiat  has  been  documented  to  occur  in  this  core  area.  There  is  insufficient  data  to  reveal  any 
trend  indication,  though  it  is  anticipated  tiiat  expansion  of  tiie  tiap  and  tiansport  program  will 
fiirtiier  enhance  the  number  of  bull  tiout  spawning  in  the  core  area.  The  potential  for  increased 
bull  tirout  recruitment  to  tiiis  core  area  firom  the  Clark  Fork  River  watershed  as  a  result  of 
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artificial  upstream  passage  of  spawning  bull  trout  over  the  dams  is  promising,  but  untested. 
Suitability  of  the  reservoir  habitat  for  adult  bull  trout  remains  limiting,  thus  tiie  emphasis  on 
connectivity  to  restore  this  core  area  as  a  functioning  portion  of  a  larger  complex  of  core  areas. 
The  establishment  of  a  reproducing  walleye  population  in  Noxon  Reservoir  elevates  the 
magnitude  aad  itnrninence  of  that  threat. 

Lower  Clark  Fork  River  (Section  3  -  Thompson  Falls  Dam  to  Flathead  River):  The  status 
and  trend  of  bull  trout  in  this  core  area  were  both  considered  '"unknown"  based  on  information 
available  at  the  time  of  hsting  (USDI 1998).  That  is  still  largely  the  case,  though  since  that  time 
some  monitoring  and  research  efforts  have  occurred  in  the  Thompson  River  portion  of  this  core 
area,  primarily  as  part  of  the  Plum  Creek  Native  Fish  Habitat  Conservation  Plan  (USDI  2005). 
Preliminary  conclusions  are  that  the  abundance  of  adult  bull  trout  in  Reach  3  of  the  Clark  Fork 
River  is  about  100  fish.  The  determination  is  complicated  by  losses  that  may  occur  over 
Thompson  Falls  Dam,  which  forms  the  lower  bound  of  this  reach.  Additionally,  if  efforts  to 
restore  bull  trout  populations  in  the  Jocko  River  watershed  on  the  Flathead  Reservation 
(upstream  of  this  reach)  are  successfal,  some  of  those  fish  will  use  a  portion  of  this  core  area  as 
overwinter  and  migratory  habitat.  Liflux  and  egress  patterns  of  adult  bull  trout  in  this  core  area 
are  not  documented.  There  is  insufficient  data  to  reveal  any  trend  indication,  though  it  is 
anticipated  that  expansion  of  the  trap  and  transport  program  to  Thompson  Falls  Dam  will  fiarther 
enhance  the  number  of  bull  trout  spawning  in  liie  core  area.  The  potential  for  increased  bull  trout 
recruitment  to  this  core  area  firom  the  Clark  Fork  River  watershed  as  a  result  of  artificial 
upstream  passage  of  spawning  bull  trout  over  the  dams  is  promising,  but  untested.  Suitability  of 
the  Clark  Fork  River  habitat  for  adult  bull  trout  is  partially  limiting,  due  to  thermal  and  water 
quality  concerns.  Similarly,  portions  of  the  Thompson  River  watershed  experience  warm 
summer  water  temperatures.  Thus,  the  emphasis  has  been  placed  on  connectivity  to  restore  this 
core  area  as  a  fimctiomng  portion  of  a  larger  complex  of  core  areas. 

Lower  Flathead  River:  Kerr  Dam  blocks  fish  passage  between  the  lower  Flathead  and  Clark 
Fork  Rivers  and  Flathead  Lake.  Additionally,  dams  constructed  to  create  irrigation  reservoirs 
isolate  tributaries  of  the  Jocko  River  drainage  from  the  lower  Flathead  River.  This  core  area  is 
almost  entirely  on  the  Flathead  Reservation  of  the  CSKT.  Data  from  Tribal  monitoring 
programs  is  typically  not  public  information,  but  to  our  knowledge  redd  counts  are  not  being 
routinely  conducted  in  this  core  area  (USDI  2005).  Extensive  bull  trout  restoration  activities  are 
occurring  in  the  Jocko  River  watershed,  which  is  where  most  of  the  bull  trout  habitat  in  this  core 
area  occurs.  Information  from  itiformal  discussion  with  Tribal  representatives  indicates  that 
numbers  of  adult  bull  trout  in  this  core  area  are  generally  low,  on  the  order  of  100  adult  fish  or 
fewer  in  the  migratory  population.  There  is  no  available  information  on  the  population  trend. 
The  status  and  trend  of  bull  trout  in  this  core  area  were  both  considered  '"unknown"  based  on 
information  available  at  the  time  of  Hsting  (USFWS  1998).  That  is  still  largely  the  case.  The 
CSKT  has  begun  aa  extensive  effort  to  restore  bull  trout  habitat  in  the  Jocko  River  watershed. 
No  trend  is  indicated  by  the  short  period  of  record  of  monitoring.  In  the  isolated  headwaters 
there  is  evidence  that  Mission  Reservoir  bull  trout  are  approaching  extirpation.  Information  from 
informal  discussion  with  Tribal  representatives  indicates  that  numbers  of  adult  bioll  trout  in  this 
core  area  are  generally  low,  on  the  order  of  100  adult  fish  or  fewer  in  the  migratory  population 
(excluding  McDonald  Lake,  where  numbers  are  higher).  Most  local  populations  are  well  below 
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historical  levels  of  natural  abundance,  with  juvenile  bull  trout  widely  distributed  but  at  low 
densities.  With  fish  passage  now  provided  over  lower  Clark  Fork  dams  and  additional  habitat 
restoration  efforts,  the  past  firagmentation  of  this  core  area  is  being  improved.  However, 
significant  habitat  limitations  remain  (e.g.  dewatering,  thermal  enrichment,  nonnative  species, 
impacts  of  whirling  disease,  expanding  recreational  use)  and  Ml  recovery  of  bull  trout  is  at  best 
an  uncertain  prospect.  Potentially,  this  core  area  should  be  able  to  support  at  least  several 
hundred  migratory  adult  bull  trout.  Thus,  the  emphasis  has  been  placed  on  connectivity  to  restore 
this  core  area  as  a  functioning  portion  of  a  larger  complex  of  core  areas. 

Flathead  Lake:  The  Flathead  Lake  watershed  is  one  of  the  largest,  most  complex,  and  best- 
documented  bull  trout  core  areas  in  the  upper  Columbia  River  watershed,  encompassing   . 
125,000-acre  Flathead  Lake  (the  largest  freshwater  lake  in  the  U.S.  west  of  the  Mississippi 
River)  and  a  large  portion  of  northwest  Montana  extending  uito  British  Columbia,  Canada.  An 
extensive  redd  count  monitoring  program  was  devised  by  MFWP  and  has  been  in  place  since 
1980  (MFWP  2004).  These  redd  counts  accurately  reflect  the  population  trend  (USDI 2005). 
Based  on  data  collected  from  eight  index  tributary  streams  in  the  North  Fork  and  Middle  Fork 
Flathead  River  (collectively  representing  about  half  the  known  spawning  in  the  basin),  bull  trout 
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drastically  in  the  early  1990's,  to  a  range  of  83-243  in  the  seven  years  prior  to  listing  (averaging 
137  between  1991  and  1997).  In  the  5  years  post-Hsting  (1998-2002),  a  brief  rebound  was 
experienced  (range  187-251;  average  215),  but  the  2003  redd  count  was  only  130  and  in  2004 
only  136  redds  were  found  (MFWP  2004).  The  Flathead  Lake  food  web  was  significantly 
altered  in  the  1980's,  with  the  introduction  of  Mysis,  resulting  in  tremendous  increases  in  lake 
trout  and  lake  whitefish  {Coregonus  dupeaformis)  popxolations  in  this  core  area  and  the 
extirpation  of  a  formerly  robust  kokanee  population.  These  changes  had  significant  negative 
effects  on  populations  of  native  bull  trout  and  westslope  cutthroat  trout,  which  were  aheady 
below  historical  levels  of  the  early  1900's.  There  is  uncertainty  over  the  level  of  ecological 
balance  that  is  ultimately  achievable.  Because  bull  trout  appear  to  compete  directly  with  lake 
trout,  and  lake  trout  currentiy  outnumber  bull  trout  by  manifold  in  the  population  offish  in  the 
lake,'bull  front  are  not  driving  food  web  interactions.  The  statiis  and  frend  of  bull  frout  m  this 
core  area  was  considered  "depressed"  and  "declining"  based  on'information  available  at  the  time 
of  hsting  (USFWS  1998).  Based  on  recent  analysis,  there  are  fewer  than  1,000  adult  bull  frout 
in  this  core  area  and  the  redd  count  frend,  which  temporarily  increased  in  the  late  1 990'  s  from 
historic  lows  reached  in  1996,  has  again  declined  by  nearly  half  since  2000.  Predation, 
competition,  or  other  forms  of  negative  interaction  with  lake  frout  is  the  smgle  factor  most 
responsible  for  the  decline  of  bull  frout  in  this  core  area  (USDI  2002c).  The  collective 
assessment  of  the  extensive  research  and  monitoring  program  indicates  that  the  lake  frout 
population  has  stabilized  at  a  high  level  and  that  bull  frout  redd  numbers  are  currently  below 
secure  levels.  The  range  of  this  core  area  is  stable,  but  threatens  to  decline  if  some  weak  local 
populations  are  extirpated.  The  magnitude  and  imminence  of  the  nonnative  species  threat 
remainshigh. 

Upsfream  of  Flatiiead  Lake,  in  the  headwaters  of  the  North  and  Middle  Forks  of  the  Flathead 
River  drainage,  there  are  numerous  smaller  bull  frout  core  areas.  These  include  the  watersheds 
of  Whitefish  Lake,  Upper  Whitefish  Lake,  Upper  Stillwater  Lake,  Cyclone  Lake,  Frozen  Lake, 
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Kintla  Lake,  Upper  Kintla  Lake,  Upper  Quartz  Lakes,  Lower  Quartz  Lake,  Akokala  Lake, 
Logging  Lake,  Bowman  Lake,  Arrow  Lake,  Trout  Lake,  Isabel  Lakes,  Harrison  Lake,  Lake 
McDonald,  and  Lincoln  Lake;  including  21  lakes  in  all.  Some  of  these  lakes,  primarily  those  at 
high  elevation  and  under  100  acres  in  size,  have  been  isolated  from  two-way  fish  passage  by 
natural  barriers  for  thousands  of  years.  Sizes  rangefrom  23  acres  to  nearly  7,000  acres.  Most 
are  in  protected  habitat  in  Glacier  National  Park  or  the  Great  Bear  Wilderness  Area. 
Collectively,  these  lakes  support  an  important  aspect  of  the  evolutionary  legacy  of  the  adfluvial 
form  of  bull  trout.  Of  the  21  lakes,  at  least  eight  are  currently  occupied  by  expandhig  lake  trout 
populations,  includhig  all  five  lakes  that  are  over  1,000  acres.  The  incompatibility  of  bull  trout 
with  invading  lake  trout  in  these  waters  is  currently  considered  a  very  hi^  risk,  Hkely  to  result  in 
eventual  extkpation  of  bull  trout  and  there  are  no  existing  strategies  to  remove  lake  hrout  once 
they  become  estabhshed.  Several  more  lakes  appear  to  be  at  risk  of  invasion. 

Swan  Lake  (Holland  lake,  Lindbergh  Lake):  Historically  bull  trout  in  Flathead  Lake  had 
access  to  the  Swan  River  drainage  and  were  widely  distributed  in  the  Swan  River  drainage. 
Completion  of  the  Bigfork  Dam  in  1902  severed  this  connection.  Bull  trout  from  Flathead  Lake 
no  longer  have  access  to  the  Swan  River.  The  status  of  bull  trout  in  this  core  area  was 
considered  "stable"  and  trend  was  "increasing"  based  on  information  available  at  the  time  of 
listing  (USDI 1998).  The  current  status  of  the  species  in  this  core  area  is  amongst  the  strongest 
in  the  entire  range,  though  numerically  redd  counts  are  down  about  30  percent  since  the  peak 
level  recorded  in  1998,  so  the  trend  is  no  longer  considered  increasing  (USDI  2005).  Continuous 
redd  count  history  dating  to  1982  is  avaHablefor  four  index  streams  (MFWP  2004).  An 
increasing  trend  in  bull  trout  was  indicated  between  1982  and  1998  (approximately  200  redds  in 
index  streams  in  early  1980's,  rising  to  approximately  600  redds  in  1998).  Since  1998,  redd 
counts  have  stabilized  at  a  slightly  lower  level,  with  about  425-435  index  redds  each  year  in 
2002-2004.  Bull  trout  may  have  reacheci  equilibrium  in  this  system  at  a  population  level  of 
about  2,000  adults  and  the  current  trend  appears  stable. 

In  1998  through  2003,  a  total  of  1 1  lake  trout  (20  to  30  inches  long)  were  reported  caught  by 
anglers  from  Swan  Lake  and  the  Swan  River.  These  were  the  first  documented  reports  of  lake 
trout  in  the  drainage  (MFWP  file  repords).  In  September  2003,  the  first  evidence  of  lake  trout 
reproduction  was  recorded  with  a  gill  net  catch  of  a  9-inch  specimen.  In  the  fall  of  2004,  seven 
more  juvenile  lake  trout  were  caught  in  a  single  gill  net  at  the  same  location  (MFWP  file 
records).  The  Montana  Bull  Trout  Scientific  Group,  in  their  Swan  Lake  Status  Report  (1996), 
concluded:  "Swan  Lake  supports  an  introduced  Mysis  shrimp  population  and,  if  lake  trout  were 
also  introduced,  it  is  likely  they  would  rapidly  become  the  dominant  fish  species."  The  USFWS 
concurs  with  that  assessment  and  considers  nonnative  lake  trout  to  be  the  single  greatest  threat  to 
bull  trout  in  this  core  area  (USDI  2002c).  In  other  ecosystems  within  the  Flathead  River 
drainage  lake  trout  invasion  or  introduction  has  resulted  in  the  collapse  of  bull  troiit  populations 
within  a  brief  25-30  year  period.  In  ecosystems  with  estabhshed  food  chains  that  can  support 
high  rates  of  lake  trout  expansion  and  survival,  particularly  those  such  as  Swan  Lake  where 
My  sis  and  kokanee  are  present,  resulting  collapse  of  bull  trout  has  been  profound  and  (to  date) 
kreversible.  If  newly  identified  lake  trout  expansion  in  Swan  Lake  (perhaps  exacerbated  by  the 
undetermined  effects  of  whirling  disease)  cannot 'be  halted  or  mitigated,  it  is  expected  that  bull 
trout  abundance  in  this  core  area  will  experience  steep  declines  within  the  next  10-25  years. 

Page  25 


Two  additional  core  areas  are  located  in  the  headwaters  of  this  drainage  in  Holland  and 
Lindbergh  Lakes.  Both  of  those  lakes  support  non-native  rainbow  trout  {Oncorhynchus  mykiss) 
and  kokanee  populations  and  it  is  feared  the  potential  for  lake  trout  to  move  upstream  from  Swan 
Lake  is  high.  Lake  trout  invasion  is  considered  a  high  risk  for  these  systems,  which  both  appear 
to  have  low,  but  stable  numbers  of  bull  trout. 

South  Fork  Flathead  River  (Hungry  Horse  Reservoir,  Big  Sabriou  Lake,  Doctor  Lake): 

Hungry  Horse  Dam,  completed  ni  1954,  isolates  the  South  Fork  Flathead  River  drainage  from 
its'  former  connectivity  with  Flathead  Lake.  The  status  and  trend  of  bull  trout  in  this  core  area 
was  considered  "strong"  and  "stable"  based  on  hifomiation  available  at  the  time  of  listing  (USDI 
1998).  This  was  the  only  Montana  core  area  accorded  that  combination  of  attributes.  Based  on 
recent  analysis,  the  numbers  remain  stable.  The  entire  upper  watershed  is  within  the  Bob 
Marshall  Wilderness.  Hungry  Horse  Reservoir  and  the  South  Fork  Flathead  is  the  largest  bull 
trout  habitat  in  the  northwest  with  a  mostly  native  fish  species  assemblage.  MFWP  has 
recognized  the  importance  of  that  and  is  proposing  measures  to  systematically  remove  nonnative 
sahnonids  in  the  limited  headwater  basins  where  they  occur  (as  a  result  of  historical  stocking 
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The  core  area  is  protected  from  downstream  invasion  by  the  impassable  concrete  structure  of 
Hungry  Horse  Dam  and  will  likely  remain  so.  Two  headwater  core  areas  in  this  drainage,  in  800- 
acre  Big  Salmon  Lake  and  80-acre  Doctor  Lake,  are  both  within  the  Bob  Marshall  Wilderness. 
Both  appear  to  have  long-term  security,  so  long  as  the  integrity  of  the  Hungry  Horse  Reservoir 
species  complex  is  protected. 

An  extensive  redd  count  monitoring  program  was  devised  by  MFWP  and  has  been  in  place  since 
1993  (MFWP  2004).  These  redd  counts  accurately  reflect  the  population  trend.  Based  on  data 
collected  from  eight  index  tributary  streams,  four  each  that  are  direct  tributaries  to  either  the 
reservoir  or  the  upper  watershed  in  the  Bob  Marshall  Wilderness,  bull  trout  index  redd  counts 
ranged  from  about  210-453,  averaging  278  in  the  five-year  period  prior  to  listiug  (1993-1997). 
Approximately  20-25  percent  of  the  total  was  in  the  four  reservoir  tributaries,  with  most  of  the 
spawning  occurring  in  the  upper  South  Fork  watershed,  hi  the  period  since  1998,  redd  counts  in 
the  eight  index  tributaries  were  conducted  three  times  (1999, 2001  &  2004).  Numbers  were 
remarkably  consistent,  with  470-483  redds  totaled  in  the  eight  streams,  which  represent  up  to  85 
percent  of  the  total  basinwide  spawning  of  bull  front  Recent  redd  counts  may  indicate  an  adult 
bull  frout  population  base  of  about  2,500-3,000  fish.  Because  this  is  a  reservoir  that  inundated  a 
portion  of  the  previous  migratory  corridor  for  fish  from  Flathead  Lake,  there  was  no  established 
previous  record  of  natural  carrying  capacity  for  this  portion  of  the  system  in  isolation.  Rather, 
this  core  area  incorporated  about  38  percent  of  the  spawning  and  rearing  habitat  for  the  Flathead 
Lake  core  area  (Zubik  and  Fraley  1987).  The  loss  statement  for  the  Hungry  Horse  Mitigation 
program  concluded  that  the  dam  construction  eliminated  between  1,840  and  2,089  adult  bull 
frout  from  the  Flathead  Lake  population  (Zubik  and  Fraley  1987).  Based  on  that  analysis,  we 
can  conclude  that  the  adult  bull  frout  population  occupying  this  core  area  (estimated  2,500-3,000 
fish)  is  similar  in  size  to  natural  carrying  capacity  of  the  area  when  it  was  still  attached  to 
Flatiiead  Lake.  MFWP  concluded  that  the  bull  trout  population  had  expanded  after  harvest  was 
eliminated  and  has  stabilized  around  a  higher  level  of  equilibrium  since  1995.  This  analysis  was 
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used  in  part  as  the  basis  for  proposing  reestablishment  of  an  experimental  bull  trout  sport  fishery 
in  the  reservoir,  which  was  permitted  by  USFWS  beginning  in  2004. 

Operations  of  the  Federal  Columbia  River  Power  system  have  led  to  extreme  variability  in  the 
pool  of  Hungry  Horse  Reservoir,  at  times  being  drawn  down  over  200  feet  from  fiilL  While 
drawdowns  of  that  magnitude  have  been  eliminated  in  recent  years,  the  State  of  Montana 
continues  to  express  concern  over  the  effect  of  water  level  fluctuation  on  native  fish  and 
recreation.  Despite  these  variable  pools,  bull  trout  populations  have  not  shown  any  measurable 
negative  response.  This  core  area  is  an  important  refiigium  for  protecting  the  native  gene  pool  of 
Flathead  bull  trout  Extensive  Bonneville  Power  Administration-funded  monitom 
continued  and  problem  areas  for  fish  passage  and  habitat  have  been  restored  as  a  result  of  this 
program.  Since  the  entire  core  area  is  on  the  National  Forest,  and  most  of  the  upper  watershed  is 
in  wilderness,  the  habitat  trend  is  relatively  stable,  althoxigh  recent  Mgh-int^^ 
present  some  new  concerns.  Information  generated  from  the  experimental  bull  trout  fishery  will 
be  used  to  further  refine  management  of  that  resource. 

Middle  Clark  Fork  River  (Section  2  -  Flathead  River  to  Milltown  Dam):  More  intensive 
bull  trout  surveys  have  been  conducted  in  recent  years,  primarily  by  MFWP,  m  this  portion  of 
the  Clark  Fork  River  drainage.  Local  spawning  populations  in  Cedar  Creek,  Fish  Creek, 
Rattlesnake  Creek,  and  the  Saint  Regis  River  have  been  monitored  sporadically  (MFWP  2004). 
The  surveys  have  identified  up  to  17  redds  in  Cedar  Creek  (2002),  20  redds  in  Fish  Creek  (2003), 
33  redds  in  Rattlesnake  Greek  (2003),  and  18  redds  in  the  Saint  Regis  River  (2003).  Counts  in 
the  high  single  digits  or  low  double  digits  have  also  occurred  in  most  systems.  These  results 
indicate  adult  bull  trout  numbers  in  this  core  area  range  firom  roughly  100-200  fish,  although 
there's  uncertainty  in  that  estimate.  No  trend  is  indicated  by  the  short  period  of  record.  Most 
local  populations  are  well  below  historical  levels  of  natural  abundance  and  inadequate  to 
maintain  long-term  genetic  viability. 

Milltown  Dam,  which  has  blocked  fish  passage  at  the  upper  boundary  of  this  core  area  since 
1908,  is  slated  for  complete  removal  as  early  as  January  2006  (Missoulian  in  litt  12/21/04). 
While  benefits  are  more  likely  to  accrue  to  the  next  core  area  upstream,  by  allowmg  bull  trout 
that  migrate  to  retum  to  natal  headwaters,  tangible  benefits  to  this  core  area  will  accrue  as  well. 
Benefits  of  restoring  fish  passage  throughout  the  system,  over  four  major  dams  as  a  resuh  of  both 
the  Avista  and  Thompson  Falls  projects  as  well  as  the  Milltown  Dam  removal,  cannot  be  fiiUy 
anticipated,  nor  will  they  be  fully  realized  for  several  bull  trout  generations. 

The  status  and  trend  of  bull  trout  in  this  core  area  were  both  considered  ''unknovm"  based  on 
information  available  at  the  time  of  listing  (USDI 1998).  That  is  still  largely  the  case,  though 
since  that  time  MFWP  has  conducted  extensive  monitoring  efforts  in  significant  portions  of  this 
core  area.  Preliminary  conclusions  are  that  the  abundance  of  adult  bull  trout  in  Reach  2  of  the 
Clark  Fork  River  ranges  firom  roughly  100-200  fish,  ahiiough  there's  uncertainty  in  that  estimate. 
No  trend  is  indicated  by  the  short  period  of  record.  Most  local  populations  are  well  below 
historical  levels  of  natural  abundance,  with  juvenile  bull  trout  widely  distributed  but  at  low 
densities.  With  fish  passage  now  provided  at  Rattlesnake  Dam  (Missoulian  in  litt.  05116102)  and 
the  pending  removal  of  Milltown  Dam  and  additional  efforts  past  firagmentation  of  this  core  area 
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is  being  improved.  However,  significant  habitat  limitations  remain  (e.g.;  dewatering;  thermal 
enrichment,  normative  species,  impacts  of  whirling  disease,  expanding  recreational  use)  and  full 
recovery  of  bull  trout  is  at  best  an  uncertain  prospect.  Potentially,  this  core  area  should  be  able 
to  support  1,000  or  more  adult  bull  trout.  Thus,  the  emphasis  has  been  placed  on  coimeetivity  to 
restore  this  core  area  as  a  functioning  portion  of  a  larger  complex  of  core  areas. 

Bitterroot  River:  TMs  is  a  complex  core  area  containing  a  naixture  of  fluvial  and  resident 
populations  of  bull  trout:  Nine  local  populations  were  identified,  but  bull  trout  occupancy  occurs 
at  some  level  in  many  more  tributaries.  The  high  firequency  of  resident  bull  trout  populations  in 
this  dramage  makes  interpretation  of  status  and  trend  information  difficult.  The  strong  presence 
of  resident  populations  suggests  that  fragmentation  has  eliminated  much  of  the  former  migratory 
component.  Regular  redd  count  monitoring  has  been  conducted  since  1 994,  with  data  available 
for  only  3  local  populations  (upper  East  and  West  Forks  of  the  Bitterroot  River  and  Skalkaho 
Creek).  In  general,  the  counts  indicate  that  as  few  as  43  and  as  many  as  104  redds  were 
constructed  annually  in  the  monitored  reaches  of  those  watersheds,  indicating  adult  abundance  of 
at  least  200  migratory  adult  fish  may  remain  in  this  drainage  (MFWP  2004).  Trend  information 
is  difficult  to  interpret,  due  to  missing  counts  and  other  factors,  and  no  trend  is  discernible  from 
the  sparse  data.  Additional  years  of  more  intensive  monitoring  will  be  required  to  accurately 
interpret  trends  in  redd  counts.  The  Bitterroot  River  has  been  considered  an  example  of  a 
watershed  where  systematic  decline  of  the  migratory  life  history  form  of  bull  trout  has  resulted  in 
the  increased  prominence  of  isolated  and  fragmented  populations  of  resident  fish.  Researchers 
used  extensive  trapping  of  migrating  fish  in  three  drainages  (Sweathouse,  Skalkaho,  and 
Sleeping  Child  Creeks)  of  the  Bitterroot  River  watershed  to  evaluate  the  persistence  of  migratory 
bull  trout  hfe  history  forms.  They  observed  that  by  1996-1997,  the  migratory  form  which  was 
historically  much  more  common  was  now  rare  or  absent  in  two  of  the  tributaries,  but  still  present 
at  a  low  level  in  the  third.  They  determined  that  in  the  drainages  they  studied  there  were  not 
physical  barriers  to  migratory  fish,  indicating  that  other  downstream  mortality  factors  such  as 
predation  or  temperature  played  a  bigger  role  in  the  extirpation  of  those  stocks.  It  was  suggested 
that  the  isolated,  nonmigratory  renmants  of  the  population  were  at  increased  risk  of  extinction, 
and  that  restoration  of  the  migratory  form  was  an  important  conservation  goal.  The  status  and 
trend  of  26  individual  resident  bull  trout  subpopulations  were  originally  identified  in  this  core 
area.  Status  of  all  subpopulations  was  considered  "depressed"  and  trend  was  '\mknown"  based 
on  information  available  at  the  time  of  listing  (USDI 1998).  Further  consideration  determined 
that  these  subpopulations  were  the  result  of  extensive  fragmentation  and  loss  of  the  migratory 
form  in  this  drainage,  rather  than  a  natural  condition,  so  the  subpopulations  were  combined  into  a 
single  core  area  in  the  draft  recovery  plan  (USDI  2002c).  Generally,  weak  monitoring  efforts 
have  occurred  of  adult  bull  trout  populations  across  this  core  area  over  the  recent  decade.  The 
high  frequency  of  resident  bull  trout  populations  in  this  drainage  makes  interpretation  of  status 
and  trend  information  difficult.  In  general,  the  counts  indicate  adult  abundance  of  at  least  200 
migratory  adult  fish  may  reniain  in  this  drainage  (MFWP  2004),  but  there  is  no  evidence  these 
populations  are  increasing.  Additional  years  of  more  intensive  monitoring  will  be  required  to 
accurately  interpret  trends  in  redd  counts.  With  the  pending  removal  of  Milltown  Dam  on  the 
mainstem  Clark  Fork  River  some  migratory  fish  that  have  previously  been  lost  downstream  will 
have  spawning  access  restored  to  this  core  area.  The  habitat  trend  is  expected  to  decline  in  this 
watershed  due  to  extremely  high  rates  of  development  on  private  lands,  complications  of 
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complex  multiple  ownership  patterns,  heavy  demands  for  irrigation  water,  impacts  of  recent 
fires,  and  other  factors.  Increasing  human  use  and  angler  pressure,  competition  with  normative 
fish,  and  other  impacts  make  prospects  for  recovery  of  bull  trout  to  1 ,000  or  more  migratory 

adult  fish  unlikely. 

Upper  Clark  Fork  River  (Section  1  -  Milltown  dam  to  headwaters):  Historically,  bull  trout 
were  likely  distributed  throughout  the  upper  Glark  Fork  River,  as  there  are  no  major  natural 
barriers  excluding  bull  trout  firom  major  portions  of  the  drainage.  A  century  of  mining  and 
smelting  has  polluted  streams  in  the  upper  Clark  Fork  River  system  with  toxic  metals  and  other 
chemicals  (MBTSG  1995c).  Degradation,  resulting  primarily  from  historic  mining  and 
associated  water  pollution  effectively  extirpated  migratory  bull  trout  from  much  of  its  historic 
range  in  the  upper  Clark  Fork  River  above  Milltown  dam,  upriver  from  Missoula.  Monitoring  of 
buU  trout  redds  in  two  local  populations  (Boulder  and  Warm  Springs  Creeks)  has  occurred 
regularly  since  1999.  Total  redd  coimts  have  ranged  from  21-70,  averaging  49  over  the  past  six 
years  (MFWP  2004).  These  represent  a  majority  of  the  known  spawning  populations  in  this  core 
area,  indicating  a  total  adult  bull  trout  population  of  1 00-200  fish.  No  trend  is  indicated  by  the 
short  period  of  record.  Most  local  populations  are  well  below  historical  levels  of  natural 
auunuance  anu  some  mau.6£][uai,e  lO  mamLam  lOng-tcrm  genciic  viauiiity.  ivjIulO wn  i-^am,  WniCn 
has  blocked  fish  passage  at  the  lower  boundary  of  this  core  area  since  1908,  is  slated  for 
complete  removd  as  early  as  January  of  2006  (Missoulian  in  litt,  12/21/04).  Direct  benefits  will 
accrue  to  this  core  area,  by  allowing  bull  trout  that  migrate  to  return  to  natal  headwaters. 
Benefits  of  restoring  fish  passage  throughout  the  system,  over  four  major  dams  as  a  result  of  both 
the  Avista  and  Thompson  Falls  projects  as  well  as  the  Milltown  Dam  removal,  cannot  be  fiiUy 
anticipated,  nor  will  they  be  fially  realized  for  several  buU  trout  generations.  However,  once 
Milltown  Dam  is  removed,  it  will  be  possible  for  bull  trout  from  Lake  Pend  Oreille  to  retum  to 
the  headwaters  of  the  Clark  Fork  River  (through  a  combination  of  trap  and  transport  as  well  as 
natural  migration)  for  the  first  time  in  a  century.  The  status  and  trend  of  bull  trout  in  this  core 
area  were  both  considered  *^inknown"  based  on  information  available  at  the  time  of  listing 
(USFWS  1998).  That  is  still  largely  the  case,  though  since  that  time  MFWP  has  conducted  some 
monitoring  efforts  in  portions  of  this  core  area.  Preliminary  conclusions  are  that  the  abxmdance 
of  adult  bull  trout  in  Reach  the  upper  Clark  Fork  River  ranges  from  roughly  100-200  fish, 
although  there's  uncertainty  in  that  estimate.  No  trend  is  indicated  by  the  short  period  of  record. 
Most  local  populations  are  well  below  historical  levels  of  natural  abundance,  with  juvenile  bull 
trout  at  low  densities.  Within  this  core  area,  populations  of  bull  trout  are  heavily  fragmented. 
With  the  pending  removal  of  Milltown  Dam  and  additional  PRIMA  passage  projects  and  other 
efforts  the  extreme  fragmentation  of  this  core  area  is  being  improved.  However,  significant 
habitat  limitations  remain  (e.g.,  dewatering,  thermal  enrichment,  heavy  metals,  nonnative 
species)  and  frill  recovery  of  bull  trout  is  an  uncertain  prospect.  Potentially,  this  core  area  should 
be  able  to  support  several  hundred  adult  bull  trout.  Thus,  the  emphasis  has  been  placed  on 
connectivity  to  restore  this  core  area  as  a  fimctioning  portion  of  a  larger  complex  of  core  areas. 

Blackfoot  River  (Clearwater  River  and  Lakes):  Data  obtained  from  MFWP  (2004a)  indicates 
a  continuous  redd  count  history  dating  to  1989  on  three  index  streams,  with  two  additional  index 
streams  added  in  1998.  Generally,  an  increasing  trend  is  indicated  beginning  about  the  mid- 
1990s  (approximately  50  redds  in  index  streams  in  late  1980's  and  early  1990's,  rising  to 
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approximately  150-200  redds  in  2000-2003).  However,  redd  counts  in  2004  were  lov^r  in  two  of 
the  most  significant  local  populations  (Monture  Creek  and  the  North  Fork  Blackfoot  River), 
indicating  that  the  increasing  trend  is  not  as  strong  or  consistent  as  previously  suggested. 
Overall,  bull  trout  are  expanding  in  this  system,  which  is  currently  at  a  level  of  about  500-1,000 
adults.  Litensive  efforts  have  been  made  over  the  past  decade  to  reopen  blocked  portions  of  the 
basin  through  renovation  of  irrigation  and  culvert  barriers  as  well  as  by  providing  instream  flow 
enhancements  to  improve  seasonal  minatory  deficiencies  (Pierce  et  al.  2001).  Other  projects  are 
addressing  acid  mine  runoff  and  point  sources  of  thermal  enrichment  that  may  contribute  to 
seasonal  or  migratory  fragmentation.  As  a  result  of  this  and  positive  response  from  restrictive 
angling  regulations  bull  trout  are  becoming  more  common  in  formerly  unoccupied  or  low 
occupancy  habitat.  Status  of  bull  trout  in  this  core  area  was  considered  "depressed"  and  trend 
was  '*UDknown"  based  on  information  available  at  the  time  of  Ustitig  (USDI 1998).  The  current 
status  of  bull  trout  in  this  core  area  is  one  of  the  strongest  among  fluvial  populations  in  the  Clark 
Fork  management  unit.  Generally,  an  increasing  trend  is  indicated  beginning  in  about  the  mid- 
1990s,  though  redd  counts  in  2004  were  low  in  some  significant  local  populations,  indicatiQg  that 
the  increasing  trend  may  not  be  as  strong  or  consistent  as  previously  suggested.  Overall,  bull 
trout  are  expanding  m  this  system,  which  is  currently  at  a  level  of  about  500-1,000  adults, 
mcreasing  recreational  fishing  pressure  along  with  angler  inability  to  distinguish  bull  trout  from 
legally  harvestable  species  of  trout  (e.g.,  brook  trout)  has  adversely  impacted  bull  trout  in  the 
past  and  continues  to  be  a  concem  (MBTSG  1995b;  Pierce  et  al.  2001). 

Due  to  extensive  watershed-based  habitat  restoration  efforts,  spearheaded  by  the  Blackfoot 
Challenge,  remarkable  amounts  of  funding  and  effort  have  been  expended  in  the  watershed  over 
the  past  decade  or  longer.  These  results  are  contributing  to  increasiag  populations  of  native  bull 
trout  and  westslope  cutthroat  trout.  With  the  removal  of  Milltown  Dam  just  downstream  of  the 
confluence  of  the  Blackfoot  with  the  Clark  Fork  River,  and  additional  ongoing  habitat-based 
restoration  efforts  the  fiiture  looks  bright.  However,  trouble  spots  remain  (e.g.,  dewatering, 
thermal  enrichment,  nonnative  species,  impacts  of  whirling  disease,  expanding  recreational  use) 
and  full  recovery  of  bull  trout  is  still  an  uncertain  prospect.  Potentially,  this  core  area  should  be 
able  to  support  1 ,000  or  more  adult  bull  trout. 

The  Clearwater  Lakes  chain  is  a  series  of  fluvial  and  adfluvial  habitats  associated  with  a  major 
tributary  to  the  Blackfoot  River.  This  core  area  was  considered  a  part  of  the  Blackfoot  River 
subpopulation  at  the  time  of  listing.  The  status  bull  trout  in  this  core  area  was  considered 
"depressed"  at  the  time  of  Hstmg  and  the  trend  was  "unknown"(USDI  1998),  Based  on  updated 
information,  low  numbers  of  adult  bull  trout  remain  in  this  core  area,  with  the  stronghold 
populations  increasingly  restricted  to  the  headwater  lakes  and  upper  drainage.  There  is  no  data 
upon  which  to  base  recent  trend  analysis.  The  increasingly  robust  population  of  illegally 
introduced  northern  pike,  estabUshed  in  the  lacustrine  habitat  of  most  of  the  lakes  m  this  core 
area,  causes  elevated  magnitude  and  imminence  of  the  nonnative  species  threat  to  highest  levels. 

Rock  Creek:  This  is  one  of  the  most  complex  core  areas  for  fluvial  populations  of  bull  trout  in 
Montana,  with  16  local  populations  identified.  Complex  movement  pattems  of  migratory  fish 
occur  (Camefix  at  al.  2001),  with  overlap  of  some  resident  bull  trout  populations,  which  makes 
interpretation  of  some  status  and  trend  information  difficult.  Regular  redd  count  monitoring  has 

Page  30 


been  conducted  since  1993,  with  some  data  available  for  about  1 1  local  populations.  In  general, 
the  counts  indicate  that  about  100-300  redds  are  constructed  annually  in  the  monitored  reaches, 
indicating  adult  abimdance  of  at  least  500  and  as  many  as  1,000  or  more  fish  (MFWP  2004). 
Trend  information  is  difficult  to  interpret,  due  to  missing  counts  and  other  factors,  but  the  data 
indicate  this  core  area  population  may  have  declined  since  the  time  of  listing.  Total  basinwide 
redd  counts  were  200-270  in  1996-1998,  but  only  about  100-163  in  2002-2004,  Some  or  all  the 
decline  may  have  been  due  to  natural  variation  as  a  result  of  systemwide  drought  conditions  in 
recent  years.  Additional  years  of  monitoring  will  be  required  to  accurately  interpret  the  effect  of 
the  current  decline  in  redd  counts. 

The  status  and  trend  of  bull  trout  in  this  core  area  were  both  considered  '"unknown"  based  on 
infbraiation  avaQable  at  the  time  of  listing  (USD!  1998).  Extensive  monitoring  efforts  have 
occurred  across  this  core  area  over  the  recent  decade.  Redd  counts  indicate  that  about  100-300 
redds  are  constructed  annually  in  the  monitored  reaches,  indicating  adult  abundance  of  at  least 
500  and  as  high  as  1 ,000  or  more  fish  (MFWP  2004).  Trend  information  is  difficult  to  interpret, 
due  to  missing  counts  and  other  factors,  but  the  data  indicate  this  core  area  population  may  have 
declined  since  the  time  of  listing. 

With  the  pending  removal  of  Milltown  Dam  on  the  mainstem  Clark  Fork  River  some  migratory 
fish  tiiat  have  previously  been  lost  downstream  will  have  spawning  access  restored  to  this  core 
area.  The  habitat  trend  will  improve  as  this  watershed  is  highly  valued  for  recreation  and  largely 
protected  from  intrusive  management  and  development.  However,  due  to  increasing  human  use 
and  angler  pressure,  competition  with  nonnative  fish,  and  other  impacts,  fiiU  recovery  of  bull 
trout  to  1 ,000  or  more  adult  fish  remains  problematic. 

n.A.6.3.  New  threats 

Since  listing,  no  substantial  new  threats  have  been  identified  (Wade  Fredenberg,  USFWS,  pers. 
comm.  2005). 

Effects  of  projects:  No  new  threats  have  been  identified  through  section  7  consultation  across 
the  Columbia  River  population.  Effects  of  projects  that  have  been  analyzed  through  section  7 
consultation  as  reported  in  a  biological  opinion  are  summarized  in  this  section.  These  effects  are 
an  important  component  of  objectively  characterizing  the  current  status  of  the  species.  To  assess 
the  effects  of  these  actions/projects  on  bull  trout  we  reviewed  all  of  the  biological  opinions 
received  by  the  Service's  Region  1  and  Region  6  offices,  from  the  time  of  Hsting  until  August 
2003;  this  summed  to  137  biological  opinions  (USDI 2003).  Of  these,  124  biological  opinions 
(91  percent)  applied  to  activities  affecting  bull  trout  in  the  Columbia  River  population,  12 
biological  opinions  (9  percent)  applied  to  activities  affecting  bull  trout  in  the  Coastal-Puget 
Sound  population,  7  biological  opinions  (5  percent)  appUed  to  activities  affecting  bull  trout  in  the 
Klamatii  River  population,  and  1  biological  opinion  (<1  percent)  applied  to  activities  affecting 
the  Jarbidge  and  St.  Mary  Belly  populations.  (Note:  these  percentages  do  not  add  up  to  100 
because  several  biological  opinions  appHed  to  more  than  one  population).  The  geographic  scale 
of  these  consultations  varied  from  individual  actions  (e.g.,  construction  of  a  bridge  or  pipeline) 
within  one  basin  to  multiple-project  actions  occurring  across  several  basins. 
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This  analysis  showed  that  we  consulted  on  a  wide  array  of  actions  which  had  varying  levels  of 
effects.  No  actions  that  have  undergone  consultation  were  foxxnd  to  appreciably  reduce  the 
likelihood  of  survival  and  recovery  of  the  bull  trout.  Furthermore  no  actions  that  have  undergone 
consultation  were  anticipated  to  result  in  the  loss  of  any  subpopulations  (USDI 2003). 

Since  August  2003,  Region  6  of  the  Service  has  issued  an  additional  20  biological  opinions 
under  section  7  for  the  Montana  portion  of  the  Clark  Fork  management  unit.  After  review  of 
these  opinions,  the  Service  determined  that  actions  that  had  undergone  consultation  were  not 
anticipated  to  result  in  the  loss  of  any  core  area  (USDI  2002c)  or  subpopulation  (USDI  1998)  of 
bull  trout.  Sixteen  of  the  20  biological  opinions  resulted  in  short-term  adverse  effects  with  long- 
term  benefits.  To  date,  in  Regions  1  and  6  of  the  Service,  no  actions  that  have  undergone  section 
7  consultation  for  adverse  effects  to  bull  trout  have  resulted  in  a  jeopardy  finding  (i.e.,  an 
appreciable  reduction  in  the  likelihood  of  both  the  survival  and  recovery  of  bull  trout). 

II.A.7  Analysis  of  the  species  and  critical  habitat  likely  to  be  affected 

Bull  trout  were  Usted  as  threatened  species  under  the  Act  in  1998.  Bull  trout  critical  habitat  was 
proposed  for  the  Klamath  River  and  Columbia  River  distinct  population  segments  in  November 
2002.  Within  this  project's  action  area.  Post  Creek  was  included  in  the  proposed  rule  for  critical 
habitat.  However,  in  the  final  critical  habitat  designation  of  October  2004,  no  critical  habitat  for 
bull  trout  in  Montana  was  included.  Therefore,  no  further  discussion  of  critical  habitat  is 
included  in  this  biological  opinion. 

The  proposed  action  would  occur  in  the  Clark  Fork  Recovery  Unit  for  bull  trout,  within  the 
Lower  Clark  Fork  Recovery  Subunit  and  in  the  Lower  Plathead  River  core  area.  The  Lower 
Flathead  River  core  area  contains  seven  local  populations.  The  action  area  for  this  project 
iQcludes  portions  of  the  Post  Creek  local  population  described  the  draft  recovery  plan.  Post 
Creek,  from  its  confluence  with  Mission  Creek  upstream  26. 1  km  to  a  manmade  barrier  at 
McDonald  Reservoir,  is  occupied,  at  a  minimum,  by  migratory  bull  trout  from  the  reservoir,  and 
provides  foraging,  migratory  and  overwintering  habitat  necessary  for  the  recovered  distribution 
of  bull  trout,  including  maintaining  populations  and  the  migratory  life  history  form  essential  to 
the  conservation  of  bull  trout  (USDI  2002c). 

n.B.  Grizzly  Bear 

n.B.l-  Species  description 

Grizzly  bears  are  among  the  largest  terrestrial  mammals  in  North  America.  South  of  the  U.S.- 
Canada border,  adult  females  range  from  1 14  to  159  kilograms  (kg)  and  adult  males  range  from 
1 82  to  273  kg.  Grizzly  bears  are  relatively  long-lived,  living  25  years  or  longer  in  the  wild. 
Grizzlies  are  omnivorous,  opportunistic  feeders  that  require  foods  rich  in  protein  or 
carbohydrates  in  excess  of  maintenance  requirements  in  order  to  survive  seasonal  pre-and  post- 
denning  requirements.  Grizzly  bears  are  homeo-hypothermic  hibemators,  meaning  their  body 
temperature  drops  no  more  than  5*^  C  during  winter  when  deep  snow,  low  food  availability,  and 
low  ambient  air  temperatures  appear  to  make  winter  sleep  essential  to  grizzly  bears'  survival 
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(Craighead  and  Craighead  1972a,  1972b).  Grizzly  bears  excavate  dens  and  require  environments 
well-covered  with  a  blanket  of  snow  for  up  to  five  months,  generally  beginning  in  fall 
(September-November)  and  extending  until  spring  (March-April)  (Craighead  and  Craighead 
1972b;  Pearson  1972). 

n.B,2.  Listing  History 

The  grizzly  bear  was  classified  as  threatened  in  the  lower  48  states  under  provisions  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  on  July  28,  1975  (40  FR  3 1736).  The  Service  identified  the  following 
as  factors  estabUshing  the  need  to  hst:  (1)  present  or  threatened  destruction,  modification,  or 
curtaihnent  of  habitat  or  range;  (2)  overutilization  for  commercial,  sporting,  scientific,  or 
educational  purposes;  and  (3)  other  manmade  factors  affecting  its  continued  existence.  The  two 
primary  challenges  in  grizzly  bear  conservation  are  the  reduction  of  human-caused  mortality  and 
the  conservation  of  remaining  habitat  (USFWS  1993).  Critical  habitat  has  not  been  designated 
for  the  grizzly  bear. 

The  Grizzly  Bear  Recovery  Plan  (Recovery  Plan)  was  completed  during  January  1982,  and  was 
revised  during  1993  (USFWS  1993).  The  1993  revised  Recovery  Plan  delineated  grizzly  bear 
recovery  zones  in  six  mountainous  ecosystems  in  the  U.S.  The  Recovery  Plan  details  recovery 
objectives  and  strategies  for  the  grizzly  bear  recovery  zones  in  the  ecosystems  where  grizzly  bear 
populations  still  persist.  These  recovery  zones  are  the  Northern  Continental  Divide  Ecosystem, 
Greater  Yellowstone  Ecosystem,  Cabinet-Yaak  Ecosystem,  and  Selkirk  Ecosystem.  The 
Recovery  Plan  also  includes  recovery  strategies  for  the  North  Cascades  ecosystem  in 
Washington,  where  only  a  very  few  grizzly  bears  are  believed  to  remain,  and  for  the  Selway- 
Bitterroot  ecosystem  of  Idaho  and  Montana,  where  suitable  grizzly  bear  habitat  still  occurs 
(USFWS  1993). 

n.B.3.  Life  history 

The  search  for  energy-rich  food  appears  to  be  a  driving  force  in  grizzly  bear  behayipr,  habitat 
selection  and  intra/inter-specific  interactions.  Grizzlies  historically  used  a  wide  variety  of 
habitats  across  the  North  America,  from  open  to  forested,  temperate  through  alpine  and  arctic 
habitats,  once  occurring  as  far  south  as  Mexico.  They  are  highly  dependent  upon  learned  food 
locations  within  their  home  ranges.  Adequate  nutritional  quality  aad  quantity  are  important 
factors  for  successfol  reproduction.  Diverse  structural  stages  that  support  wide  varieties  of 
nourishing  plants  and  animals  are  necessary  for  meeting  the  high  energy  demands  of  these  large 
animals.  Grizzly  bears  follow  phenological  vegetative,  tuber  or  fruit  development,  would  seek 
out  concentrated  food  sources  including  carrion,  live  prey  (fish,  mammals,  insects),  and  are 
easily  attracted  to  human  food  sources  including  gardens,  grain,  compost,  bird  seed,  livestock, 
hunter  gut  piles,  bait,  and  garbage.  Bears  that  lose  their  natural  fear  and  avoidance  of  humans, 
usually  as  a  result  of  food  rewards,  become  habituated,  and  may  become  food-conditioned. 
Grizzly  bears  will  defend  food  and  have  been  known  to  charge  when  surprised.  Both  habituation 
and  food  conditioning  increase  chaaces  of  human-caused  grizzly  bear  mortality  as  a  result  of  real 
or  perceived  threats  to  human  safety  or  property.  Nuisance  grizzly  bear  mortalities  can  be  a 
result  of  legal  management  actions,  defense  of  human  life,  or  illegal  killing. 
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Adult  grizzly  bears  are  individualistic  and  normally  solitary,  except  females  with  cubs,  or  during 
short  breeding  relationships.  They  will  tolerate  other  grizzly  bears  at  closer  distances  when  food 
sources  are  concentrated,  and  siblings  may  associate  for  several  years  following  weaning  (Murie 
1944, 1962;  Jonkel  and  Cowan  1971;  Craighead  1976;  Egbert  and  Stokes  1976;  Glenn  et  al. 
1976;  Herrero  1978).  Across  their  range,  home  range  sizes  vary  from  about  130  km^  or  more  for 
females  to  several  hundred  square  kilometers  for  males,  aad  overlap  of  home  ranges  is  common. 
Grizzlies  may  have  one  of  the  lowest  reproductive  rates  among  terrestrial  mammals,  resulting 
primarily  from  the  late  age  at  first  reproduction,  small  average  litter  size,  and  the  long  interval 
between  litters.  Mating  occurs  from  late  May  through  mid- July.  Females  in  estrus  will  accept 
more  than  one  adult  male  (Homocker  1962),  and  can  produce  cubs  from  different  fathers  the 
same  year  (Craighead  et  al.  1995).  Age  of  first  reproduction  and  litter  size  may  be  nutritionally 
related  (Herrero  1978;  Russell  et  al.  1978).  Average  age  at  first  reproduction  in  the  lower  48 
states  for  females  is  5.5  years,  and  litter  size  ranges  from  one  to  four  cubs  who  stay  with  the 
mother  up  to  two  years.  Males  may  reach  physiological  reproductive  age  at  4.5,  but  may  not  be 
behaviorally  reproductive  due  to  other  dominant  males  preventing  mating. 

Natural  mortality  is  known  to  occur  from  intra-specific  predation^  but  the  degree  to  which  this 
occurs  in  natural  populations  is  not  known.  Parasites  and  disease  do  not  appear  to  be  a 
significant  cause  of  natural  mortality  (Jonkel  and  Cowan  1971;  Kistchinskii  1972;  Mundy  aad 
Flook  1973;  Rogers  aad  Rogers  1976).  As  animals  highly  dependent  upon  learned  habitat, 
displacement  into  unknown  territory  (such  as  subadult  dispersal)  may  lead  to  submarginal 
nutrition,  reduced  reproduction  or  greater  exposure  to  adult  predatory  bears  or  human  food 
sources  (which  can  lead  to  human-caused  mortality).  Starvation  and  loss  in  dens  during  food 
shortages  have  been  surmised,  but  have  not  been  documented  as  a  major  mortality  factor. 
Natural  mortality  in  rare,  relatively  secretive  animals  such  as  grizzlies  can  be  extremely  difficult 
to  document  or  quantify. 

Human-caused  mortality  has  been  slightly  better  quantified,  but  recent  models  speculate  that 
reported  mortality  may  be  up  to  50  percent  of  actual  mortality  (McLellan  et  al.  1999).  Between 
1 800  and  1975,  grizzly  populations  in  the  lower  48  states  have  declined  drastically.  Fur 
trapping,  mining,  ranching,  and  farming  pushed  westward,  altering  habitat  and  resulting  in  the 
direct  killing  of  grizzly  bears.  Grizzly  bears  historically  were  targeted  in  predator  control 
programs  in  the  1930*s.  Predator  control  was  probably  responsible  for  extirpation  in  many  states 
that  no  longer  support  grizzlies.  More  recent  human-caused  mortality  iii  Montana  includes  legal 
hunting  (canceled  in  1991),  management  control  actions,  defense  of  life,  vehicle  and  train 
collisions,  defense  of  property,  mistaken  identity  by  black  bear  or  other  big  game  hunters, 
poaching,  and  malicious  killing.  Grizzly  bears  normally  avoid  people,  possibly  as  a  result  of 
many  gen^ations  of  bear  sport  hunting  and  human-caused  mortality.  Displacement  away  from 
human  activities  has  been  documented  to  reduce  fitness  of  grizzly  bears,  affecting  survival  in 
some  instances.  Avoidance  of  roads  can  lead  grizzly  bears  to  either  avoid  essential  habitat  along 
roads,  or  could  put  them  at  greater  risk  of  exposure  to  human-caused  mortality  if  they  do  not 
avoid  roads. 

n«B,4c  Status  and  distribution 
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The  grizzly  bear  originally  inhabited  a  variety  of  habitats  from  the  Great  Plains  to  the  mountains 
of  westem  North  America,  from  central  Mexico  to  the  Arctic  Ocean.  With  the  advent  of 
Enroamerican  colonization  in  the  early  nineteenth  century,  grizzly  bear  numbers  were  reduced 
from  over  50,000  to  less  than  1,000  m  North  America  south  of  the  Canadian  border.  The  current 
distribution  of  grizzly  bears  south  of  Canada  is  less  than  two  percent  of  their  former  range,  hi 
the  conterminous  48  states,  only  five  remaining  areas  in  mountainous  ecosystems  of  Washington, 
Wyoming,  Idaho,  and  Montana  currently  contain  either  self-perpetuating  or  renmant  populations 
of  grizzly  bears  (USFWS  1993).  These  remaining  populations  are  often  associated  with  National 
Parks  and  wilderness  areas. 

The  Recovery  Plan  (USFWS  1993)  established  recovery  zones  for  the  grizzly  bear  in  each 
grizzly  bear  ecosystem.  Recovery  zones  are  areas  large  enough  and  of  sufficient  habitat  quality 
to  support  a  recovered  bear  population,  and  are  the  areas  within  which  the  population  and  habitat 
criteria  for  achievement  of  recovery  will  be  measured.  The  Recovery  Plan  details  recovery 
objectives  for  each  of  the  following  grizzly  bear  recovery  zones  in  the  ecosystems  where  grizzly 
bear  populations  persist.  These  ecosystems  are  described  below, 

n.B,4.1.  Status  of  grizzly  bears  In  the  NCDE 

TheNorthem  Continental  Divide  Ecosystem  (NCDE)  contains  24,800  km^  of  occupied  grizzly 
bear  habitat  in  the  Rocky  Mountains  of  northem  Montana  into  contiguous  areas  of  Alberta  and 
British  Columbia,  Canada.  It  includes  Glacier  National  Park,  parts  of  the  Flathead  and  Blackfeet 
Indian  Reservations,  parts  of  the  Flathead,  Helena,  Kootenai,  Lewis  and  Clark,  and  Lolo 
National  Forests,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  lands,  and  a  significant  amount  of  State  and 
private  lands.  Four  wilderness  areas  (Mission  Mountauis,  Bob  Marshall,  Great  Bear,  and 
Scapegoat)  are  included  (USFWS  1 993).  Grizzly  bears  also  firequently  use  areas  outside  the 
defined  NCDE  recovery  zone  (U.S.  Forest  Service  2002).  U.S.  Highway  93  does  not  occur 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  NCDE  recovery  zone  in  the  vicinity  of  this  project,  but  sections  of 
the  highway  corridor  within  the  project  area  (e.g..  Post  Creek  riparian  zone,  Ninepipe  Reservoir 
area)  do  occur  within  occupied  grizzly  bear  range. 

The  exact  size  of  the  grizzly  bear  population  in  the  NCDE  or  elsewhere  is  unknown.  The  nature 
of  the  species  and  the  rugged  terrain  it  inhabits  makes  a  complete  population  census  difficult,  if 
not  impossible.  Population  parameters  more  readily  mpmtored  are  used  as  an  altemative  index 
to  population  size  (Knight  and  Eberhardt  1987).  The  Recovery  Plan  identified  unduplicated 
females  with  cubs  as  one  surrogate  index  for  estimating  a  minimum  number  of  grizzly  bears 
within  a  recovery  zone.  The  Recovery  Plan  does  not  rely  entirely  on  this  minimum  population 
estimate  to  assess  the  status  of  grizzly  bear  populations.  Instead,  the  Recovery  Plan  incorporates 
a  number  of  measurable  parameters  with  which  to  assess  population  status:  number  of  females 
with  cubs,  the  distribution  of  family  groups,  and  the  relationship  between  the  minimum 
population  estimate  and  known,  human-caused  grizzly  bear  mortality  (USFWS  1 993). 
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Recovery  zones  were  formally  delineated  into  smaller  Bear  Management  Units  (BMUs)  for  the 
purpose  of  habitat  evaluation  and  monitoring.  The  NCDE  recovery  zone  encompasses  23  BMUs 
(USFWS  1993).  BMUs  were  designed  to: 

•Assess  the  effects  of  existing  and  proposed  activities  on  grizzly  bear  habitat  without  having 
the  effects  diluted  by  consideration  of  too  large  an  area; 

•Address  unique  habitat  characteristics  and  grizzly  bear  activity  and  use  patterns; 

•Identify  contiguous  complexes  of  habitat  which  meet  year-long  heeds  of  grizzly  bears;  and 

•Establish  priorities  for  areas  where  land  use  management  needs  would  require  cumulative 
effects  assessments. 

Bear  Management  Units  are  usually  subdivided  into  smaller  units,  termed  subunits.  Subunits  are 
approximately  the  size  of  an  adult  female  grizzly  bear  home  range  (roughly  130  km^)  and  usually 
provide  the  basic  scale  for  the  analysis  of  impacts  to  grizzUes  firbm  a  variety  of  land  management 
activities  (USFWS  2004c).  Because  the  U.S.  Highway  93  corridor  does  not  occur  within  the 
NCDE  recovery  zone,  this  proposed  project  does  not  occur  withiQ  any  delineated  BMU. 

The  Recovery  Plan  defines  a  recovered  grizzly  bear  population  as  one  that  can  sustain  the 
existing  level  of  known  and  unknown  human-caused  mortahty  that  exists  in  the  ecosystem  aad 
that  is  well  distributed  throughout  the  recovery  zone.  Demographic  recovery  criteria  outlined  for 
the  NCDE  recovery  zone  include: 

•  observation  often  females  with  cubs-of-the-year  (unduplicated  sightings)  inside  Glacier 
National  Park  and  12  females  with  cubs  outside  Glacier  National  Park  over  a  rumiing  six- 
year  average  both  inside  the  recovery  zone  and  within  a  ten  mile  area  immediately 
surrounding  the  recovery  zone,  excluding  Canada; 

•  21  of  23  BMUs  occupied  by  females  with  young  fi:om  a  running  six-year  sum  of  verified 
observations  with  no  two  adjacent  BMUs  unoccupied; 


• 


• 


• 


known  human-caused  mortality  not  to  exceed  4  percent  of  the  population  estimates  based 
on  the  most  recent  three-year  sum  of  females  with  cubs; 

no  more  than  30  percent  of  this  4  percent  mortality  limit  shall  be  females; 

mortality  limits  cannot  be  exceeded  during  any  two  consecutive  years  for  recovery  to  be 
achieved;  and 

recovery  in  the  NCDE  cannot  be  achieved  without  occupancy  in  the  Mission  Mountains 
portion  of  the  ecosystem  (USFWS  1993). 
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Monitoring  results  reported  through  1999  indicate  that  the  NCDE  grizzly  bear  population  criteria 
for  several  population  recovery  parameters  were  met,  including  1)  numbers  of  females  with  cubs, 
2)  numbers  of  BMUs  with  family  groups,  3)  occupancy  requirements  for  BMUs,  and  4)  total 
human-caused  grizzly  bear  mortaUty.  However,  female  grizzly  bear  mortality  exceeded  recovery 
criteria  limits  during  that  time  period.  Calendar  year  2001  was  the  first  year  that  annual  total 
mortality  (six-year  average)  and  annual  female  mortality  (six-year  average)  were  both  exceeded 
(Servheen,  unpublished,  2002).  In  2002,  three  population  parameters  did  not  meet  demographic 
recovery  criteria:  females  with  cubs  inside  Glacier  National  Park  (six-year  average),  annual 
mortality  (six-year  average)  and  annual  female  mortality  (six-year  average)  (Servheen, 
unpublished,  2003).  In  2003,  five  parameters  were  not  within  recovery  goals:  six-year  average 
for  total  females  with  cubs  both  inside  and  outside  of  Glacier  National  Park,  six-year  average  for 
annual  mortality  and  female  mortality  (USFWS,  unpublished,  2004a).  The  Mission  Mountains 
are  currently  occupied  with  a  population  estimated  at  approximately  15-20  grizzly  bears. 

Preliminary  data  for  2004  indicate  an  increase  in  overall  grizzly  bear  mortality  within  the  NCDE 
recovery  zone  over  the  past  several  years.  Total  known  human-caused  mortality  in  the  NCDE 
during  2004  was  31;  18  of  which  were  female  grizzly  bears  (Table  l)(Servheen,  USFWS,  pers. 
comm..2005). 


Table  1.  2004  status  of  the  NCDE  grizzly  bear  populatioii  in  relation  to  the  demograpMc 

recovery  criteria  (Chris  Servheen,  USFWS,  pers.  coram,  2005). 


*  Glacier  National  Park 


Grizzly  bear  population  trend  information  is  limited  in  the  NCDE.  During  1987  to  1996, 
research  in  the  Swan  Mountains  indicated  a  tenuous  finite  rate  of  increase  of  0.977,  which  was 
related  to  high  female  mortality  (Mace  aad  Waller  1998).  It  is  important  to  note  that  amiual 
mortality  rates  forbears  utilizing  private  rural  aad  wilderness  areas  was  21  and  15  times  higher, 
respectively,  than  for  bears  using  only  multiple-use  lands  (Mace  and  Waller  1998).  Mortalities 
in  the  wilderness  areas  resulted  from  mistaken  identities  during  the  black  bear  hunting  season 
and  human  defense  of  life.  In  rural  area.s,  mortalities  resulted  from  maUcious  killing  and  the 
management  removal  of  habituated  or  food-conditioned  bears  (Mace  and  Waller  1998).  Recent 
data  (Servheen,  unpublished,  2004a)  indicate  that  the  majority  of  human-caused  mortaUties  in 
the  NCDE  continue  to  be  management  removal  of  nuisance  or  habituated  grizzly  bears,  collision 
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with  trains  and  illegal  killings.  The  majority  of  these  mortalities  occur  on  roaded,  rural  private 
lands. 

Although  the  Service  is  concerned  with  the  recent  number  of  grizzly  bear  mortalities  in  the 
NCDE  recovery  zone,  recent  information  suggests  that  the  mortality  limits  in  the  Recovery  Plan 
are  clearly  conservative.  Currently,  the  mathematics  used  to  calculate  sustainable  mortality 
limits  depend  on  field  counts  of  females  and  cubs.  There  is  no  established  protocol  for  this 
count,  and  counting  effort  varies  considerably  between  years.  The  Service  acknowledges  that 
females  with  cubs  are  typically  poorly  counted  in  the  NCDE  recovery  zone,  therefore  the  number 
of  female  grizzly  bears  recorded  each  year  represents  a  conservative  minimum. 
Years  during  which  the  effort  to  count  female  grizzly  bears  is  poor  yield  very  conservative 
counts  of  females  with  cubs.  These  conservative  counts  result  in  a  conservative  minimum 
population  estimate,  which  results  iq  conservative  sustainable  mortality  limits.  The  conservative 
nature  of  the  human-caused  mortality  estimates  are  in  part  intentional,  as  the  Recovery  Plan 
attempted  to  incorporate  limits  that  assured  recovery  of  the  population.  However,  recent 
information  indicates  the  sustainable  mortality  limits  in  the  Recovery  Plan  may  be  unreasonably 
conservative.  The  U.S.  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  initiated  a  survey  in  the  northem  one-third  of 
the  NCDE  (including  Glacier  National  Park,  adjacent  national  forest  lands  and  a  portion  of  the 
Blackfeet  Indian  Reservation).  Preliminary  results  provide  evidence  that  the  minimum 
unduplicated  females  with  cubs  population  parameter  as  currently  estimated  may  underestimate 
the  total  number  of  grizzly  bears  ia  this  ecosystem  by  a  substantive  margin. 

For  example,  the  methodology  used  in  the  Recovery  Plan  (Knight  et  al.l988, 1993  in  Servheen 
1993)  and  observations  of  unduplicated  females  with  cubs  from  1999  through  2001  (Servheen, 
unpublished,  2002)  results  in  an  estimated  minimum  number  of  grizzly  bears  in  the  NCDE  in 
2001  of  3 16  bears.  The  USGS  DNA-based  mark-recapture  study  in  the  greater  Glacier  area 
collected  iaformation  from  1998  through  2000.  Preliminary,  provisional  population  estimates 
fidii  USGS  suggested  381  grizzly  bears  in  1998  and  273  in  2000  for  the  northem  one-third  of 
the  NCDE  alone.  Analysis  of  the  USGS  data  is  not  yet  complete,  nor  are  estimates  peer 
reviewed  or  pubUshed.  However,  comparison  of  population  estimates  derived  from  these  two 
methods  illustrates  the  limitations  of  usiag  a  conservative  minimum  population  estimate  alone  to 
derive  sustainable  mortality  rates  for  the  NCDE  grizzly  bear  population.  The  DNA-based  study 
is  ongoing  and  a  peer-reviewed  estimate  of  the  grizzly  bear  population  in  the  entire  NCDE 
recovery  zone  could  be  available  by  2006  (Kendall  2003). 

Further,  a  recent  mapping  effort  (U.S.  Forest  Service  2002)  used  the  last  five  years  of  location 
data  to  map  the  area  outside  the  recovery  zone  where  grizzly  bears  may  occur.  Although 
information  is  limited,  grizzly  bear  occurrences  are  being  increasingly  documented  to  the  east, 
the  south  and  the  west  (in  northem  portion)  of  the  recovery  zone  line.  Additional  information, 
although  not  statistically  vaUdated,  suggests  that  the  grizzly  bear  population  in  the  NCDE  is 
expanding.  Location  data  documents  a  relatively  recent  (five  to  ten  years)  expansion  of  grizzly 
bears  outside  the  recovery  zone  boundaries  to  the  east,  south  and  west  of  the  NCDE  (U.S.  Forest 
Service  2002).  Because  of  the  broad  distribution  of  grizzly  bear  locations  and  known  grizzly 
bear  distribution  within  the  recovery  zone,  this  expansion  is  likely  due  to  increased  grizzly  bear 
numbers  in.  several  areas  of  the  recovery  zone. 
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Factors  affecting  baseline  habitat  in  the  NCDE 

Fragmentation:  Grizzly  bear  habitat  is  being  fragmented  by  human  developments  and  activities 
that  are  concentrated  in  intermountain  valleys.  Habitat  fragmentation  is  significant  to  large 
carnivores  requiring  wide  vegetative  and  topographic  habitat  diversity  (Servheen  1986).  Loss 
and  fragmentation  of  habitat  is  particularly  relevant  to  the  survival  of  grizzly  bears.  Grizzly 
bears  are  large  animals  with  great  metabolic  demands  requiring  extensive  home  ranges. 
Movements  of  grizzly  bears  may  approach  100  airline  kilometers  and  their  home  ranges  can 
encompass  from  130  km^  to  over  260  km^  in  the  NCDE.  Large  expanses  of  unfragmented 
habitat  are  important  for  feeding,  breeding,  sheltering,  traveling,  and  other  essential  behavioral 
patterns.  Grizzly  bears  occur  at  low  densities,  have  low  reproductive  rates,  exhibit 
individualistic  behavior  and  are  largely  dependent  on  riparian  habitats  such  as  those  found  hi 
valley  bottoms,  also  used  extensively  by  people;  thus  grizzly  bear  populations  are  susceptible  to 
human  influences.  Grizzly  bears  may  avoid  key  habitats  due  to  human  generated  disturbances, 
or  become  habituated  and  food  conditioned,  which  ultimately  leads  to  the  animal  being 
destroyed.  Historically,  as  human  settlements,  developments,  and  roads  increased  in  grizzly  bear 
habitat,  grizzly  bear  populations  became  fragmented.  As  fragmented  population  segments 
become  smaller  and/or  isolated,  they  are  more  vulnerable  to  extinction,  especially  when  human- 
caused  mortality  pressures  continue.  Linkage  zones  are  rather  recent  concepts  in  broad 
management  direction  for  grizzly  bears  and  other  wide-ranging  species  (Servheen  and  Sandstrom 
1993).  Linkage  zones,  or  zones  of  habitat  connectivity  within  or  between  populations  of 
animals,  foster  the  genetic  and  demographic  health  of  the  species. 

Access  management:  The  Recovery  Plan  (USFWS  1993)  identifies  access  management  on 
public  lands,  particularly  national  forests  and  parks  which  contain  the  majority  of  grizzly  bear 
habitat,  as  an  important  tool  for  conserving  grizzly  bears  and  their  habitat.  Generally,  the  miles 
of  open  roads  on  national  forests  in  the  NCDE  increased  substantially  during  the  late  1970s  and 
the  early  1980s  as  a  product  of  an  aggressive  timber  harvesting  program.  Since  that  time,  road 
management  on  national  forests  has  changed  and  road  inventories  have  been  updated.  For 
example,  miles  of  open  roads  on  the  Flathead  National  Forest  decreased  by  25  percent  between 
1986  and  1995,  the  miles  of  roads  restricted  year-long  decreased  by  approximately  33  percent, 
and  the  miles  of  roads  closed  year-long  increased  by  over  50  percent.  The  number  of  miles  of 
roads  open  on  the  Flathead  Forest  in  1993  was  approximately  equal  to  the  number  of  miles  open 
m  tiie  early  1 970s  (USFWS  2004c). 

Most  of  the  pubUc  land  within  the  NCDE  occurs  within  four  national  forests  (Flathead,  Lewis 
and  Clark,  Helena,  and  Lolo)  and  Glacier  National  Pa^k.  These  lands  have  been  formally 
delineated  into  BMUs,  and  most  BMUs  have  been  divided  into  smalle^  subunits.  The  Flathead 
National  Forest  is  the  largest  administrator  of  lands  within  the  NCDE,  with  1 1  BMUs  divided 
into  70  subunits  within  its  boundaries.  Sixteen  of  these  subimits  occur  entirely  within  designated 
wilderness  and  are  not  subject  to  land  management  actions  such  as  timber  harvest  or  road 
construction.  Of  the  remaiimig  54  subunits  within  the  Flathead  Forest,  40  are  comprised 
predominantly  of  national  forest  lands  (i.e.,  they  are  interspersed  with  less  than  25  percent 
private,  corporate,  or  State  lands).  Of  these  40  subionits,  18  are  meeting  current  access  standards 
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for  security  core  area;  18  are  meeting  open  motorized  access  density  standards;  and  21  subnnits 
are  meeting  current  standards  for  total  motorized  access  density  (USFWS  2004c). 

Fourteen  of  the  54  non- wilderness  subunits  delineated  on  the  Flathead  National  Forest 
encompass  more  than  25  percent  private  or  corporate  lands  along  with  national  forest  lands.  On 
these  subunits  with  intermingled  landowners,  it  is  reasonable  to  assume  that  additional  road 
building,  timber  harvest,  and  residential  or  other  human  development,  would  continue.  Eleven 
of  these  subunits  are  managed  under  the  Swan.  Valley  Conservation  Agreement,  a  cooperative 
access  and  timber  management  strategy  between  the  Forest  Service,  Montana  Department  of 
Natural  Resource  and  Conservation,  Plum  Creek  Timber  Company  and  the  Service.  The 
objectives  of  the  agreement  are  to  maintain  connectivity  for  grizzly  bears  across  the  Swan  Valley 
and  to  reduce  mortality  risks  to  grizzly  bears.  Access  management  in  the  agreement  area 
includes  a  cooperative  effort  to  limit  high  open  road  densities  to  less  than  33  percent  of  a  subunit, 
and  to  voluntarily  limit  high  open  road  densities  to  much  lower  proportions  of  a  subunit 
(USFWS  2G04c). 

One  BMU  with  three  subunits  of  the  NCDE  is  located  within  the  Helena  National  Forest.  These 
subunits  meet  access  guidelines  v/ith  the  exception  of  the  P^ed  Mountain  subunit,  which  current^ 
contains  an  open  motorized  access  density  of  24.7  percent  of  the  subunits  exceeding  1  mile  per 
square  mile.  There  are  seven  BMU  subunits  on  the  Lolo  National  Forest.  Of  these,  all  but  one 
subunit  has  met  access  objectives,  and  work  to  reduce  road  densities  is  ongoing  in  the  Swan 
subunit.  The  Lewis  and  Clark  National  Forest's  six  BMUs  consist  of  four  BMUs  with  less  than 
75  percent  ownership,  which  are  highly  roaded.  Of  the  other  two  BMUs  with  greater  than  75 
percent  Forest  Service  ownership,  one  is  in  a  wildemess  area  and  one  is  partially  within  a 
wilderness.  The  subunits  within  these  BMUs  are  considered  low  or  sparsely  roaded.  Glacier 
National  Park  is  largely  unroaded  (USFWS  2004c). 

n.B.4.2.  Status  of  grizzly  bear  populations  in  other  recovery  zones 

Grizzly  bears  presently  occupy  over  23,300  km^  in  and  surrounding  Yellowstone  National  Park. 
This  ecosystem  includes  Yellowstone  National  Park,  Grand  Teton  National  Park,  John  D. 
Rockefeller  Memorial  Parkway,  significant  portions  of  the  Shoshone,  Bridger-  Teton,  Targhee, 
Gallatin,  Beaverhead,  and  Custer  National  Forests,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  lands,  and  over 
222  km^  of  State  and  private  lands  in  Montana,  Wyoming  and  Idaho  (USFWS  1993). 

As  in  other  ecosystems,  the  exact  size  of  the  grizzly  bear  population  in  the  Yellowstone 
ecosystem  is  not  known.  Recovery  parameters  had  been  met  for  at  least  the  last  six  years,  but 
were  not  all  met  for  2004.  The  Grizzly  Bear  Recovery  Plan  (USFWS  1993)  provides  criteria  for 
detennining  if  human-caused  grizzly  bear  mortalities  have  exceeded  annual  thres 
established  in  the  plan  for  the  Yellowstone  population.  Under  these  criteria,  17  known  hiunan- 
caused  grizzly  bear  mortalities,  including  six  adult  females  and  nine  total  females,  were  applied 
to  the  calculation  of  mortality  threshold  for  2004.  One  of  these  mortalities  was  the  result  of  the 
bear  being  struck  and  killed  by  a  vehicle.  Using  these  results,  total  human-caused  mortality  was 
under,  but  female  mortalities  exceeded  the  annual  mortality  thresholds  during  2004.  The  female 
mortality  threshold  had  not  been  exceeded  since  1997  (Haroldson  and  Frey  2005),  The  number 
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of  females  with  cubs  has  surpassed  the  recovery  criterion  for  a  number  of  years  (Haroldson 
2005)  and  bears  now  occur  where  they  have  not  been  reported  for  many  years.  The  population 
recovery  requirements  include  occupancy  of  16  of  18  BMUs  by  female  grizzlies  wilh  young  on  a 
ruoning  six-year  sum,  with  no  two  adj acent  BMUs  unoccupied.  Seventeen  of  1 8  BMUs  had 
verified  observations  of  female  grizzly  bears  with  young  during  2004  (Podruzny  2005).  The  six- 
year  running  average  of  females  with  cubs  within  the  Recovery  Zone  and  a  lO-nhle  perimeter 
has  gradually  increased  from  15  in  1986  to  40  in  2004  (Haroldson  2005),  In  2002,  the  highest 
annual  count  of  females  with  cubs  for  the  greater  Yellowstone  area  was  documented:  52  females 
with  102  cubs  (Haroldson  2005).  During  2004, 49  female  grizzHes  produced  96  cubs.    The 
mean  Utter  size  of  two  in  2004  was  consistent  with  past  years  (Haroldson  2005). 

The  best  available  information  suggests  the  Yellowstone  Ecosystem  grizzly  bear  population  is 
stable  and  is  likely  increasing.  However,  the  long  term  conservation  of  the  population  continues 
to  depend  largely  on  managing  bear-human  conflict,  which  often  results  in  human-caused 
mortality  of  grizzly  bears.  Years  in  which  natural  bear  food  production  and  availability  are  high 
can  result  in  younger  age  classes  of  grizzly  bears  accustomed  to  fairly  good  food  availability,  A 
year  of  drought  and  poor  food  production  can  compel  grizzly  bears  to  search  widely  for  food. 
Such  wide  ranging  movements  can  bring  grizzly  bears  into  closer  contact  with  humans, 
increasing  bear-human  conflicts  and  resultant  control/management  actions. 

The  Cabinet/Yaak  Ecosystem  in  northwestern  Montana  and  northeastern  Idaho  has  over  5,100 
km^  of  forested  and  mountainous  habitat  occupied  by  grizzly  bears.  The  population  in  the 
Cabinet  Moimtains  portion  of  this  area  is  thought  to  be  less  than  15  bears.  The  Yaak  section  of 
this  ecosystem  currently  supports  a  minimum  of  approximately  20  bears.  The  Yaak  population 
estimate  does  not  include  credible  reports  from  the  public  of  grizzly  bear  observations,  which 
suggest  a  population  estimate  of  20  to  30  bears  in  the  Yaak  section  of  the  Cabinet-Yaak 
Ecosystem  would  be  conservative  (Kasworm  et  al.  2000).  There  are  grizzly  bears  to  the  north  of 
the  U.S. /Canada  border,  and  interchanges  of  radio-collared  bears  across  the  border  have  been 
documented  (USFWS  1993). 

Grizzly  bear  populations  in  the  Cabinet-Yaak  Ecosystem,  which  includes  22  BMUs,  and  the 
Selkirk  Ecosystem,  which  contains  10  BMUs  on  the  U.S.  side  of  the  border,  have  never  attained 
the  Recovery  Plan  criteria  for  females  with  cubs.  As  of  1999,  neither  the  criterion  for  running 
six-year  average  number  of  females  observed  with  cubs  nor  the  recovery  goal  of  distribution  of 
those  females  throughout  these  ecosystems  were  reached.  The  Recovery  Plan  criterion  for 
known,  human-caused  mortaHty  was  met  for  the  Cabinet-Yaak  population,  but  not  for  the 
Selkirk  Ecosystem.  However,  the  mortality  goal  for  the  Cabinet-Yaak  Ecosystem  is  zero  due  to 
low  population  size  and  precarious  status  of  this  population,  and  actual  mortality  exceeded  that 
goal.  In  1999,  the  Service  determined  that  the  combined  Selkirk  -  Cabinet-Yaak  ecosystem 
grizzly  bear  recovery  zones  were  warranted  for  endangered  status,  but  this  action  was  precluded 
by  higher  priority  listing  actions.  At  that  time,  the  Service  suggested  that  these  two  populations 
might  be  interconnected  (FR  26725-26733). 

The  Selkirk  Ecosystem  of  northwestem  Idaho,  northeastem  Washington,  and  southeastern 
British  Columbia  includes  2,800  km^  in  the  U.S.  portion  and  2,270  km^  in  the  Canadian  portion 
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of  the  recovery  zone.  The  Selkirk  recovery  zone  is  the  only  defined  grizzly  bear  recovery  zone 
that  includes  part  of  Canada  because  the  habitat  in  the  U,S.  portion  is  not  of  sufficient  size  to 
support  a  minimum  population.  The  habitat  is  contiguous  across  the  border  and  radio-collared 
bears  are  known  to  move  back  and  forth  across  the  border.  Therefore,  the  grizzlies  north  aad 
south  of  the  border  are  considered  one  population  (USFWS  1993). 

Grizzly  bear  recovery  efforts  in  the  Selv^ay-Bitterroot  Ecosystem  and  North  Cascades  Ecosystem 
are  in  the  planning  stages.  In  the  North  Cascades  Ecosystem,  most  of  the  grizzly  bear  population 
occurs  north  of  the  Canada  -  U.S.  border,  but  a  few  grizzlies  persist  south  of  the  border.  Grizzly 
bears  were  extirpated  from  the  Selway-Bitterroot  Ecosystem  decades  ago,  however  suitable 
habitat  occurs.  The  Service  released  a  final  environmental  impact  statement  and  decision  notice 
addressing  the  impacts  of  reintroducing  grizzly  bears  into  the  Bitterroot  Ecosystem  in  east 
central  Idaho  (USFWS  2000). 

n.B.5.  Analysis  of  the  species  likely  to  be  affected 

The  BA  addendum  prepared  for  the  U.S.  Highway  93,  Ninepipe  /  Ronan  project  determined  that 
the  proposed  acti\dties  would  be  likely  to  adversely  affect  grizzly  beaxs=  Thereforej  formal 
consxiltation  with  the  Service  has  been  initiated  and  this  biological  opinion  has  been  written  to 
determine  whether  or  not  activities  associated  with  this  project  are  likely  to  jeopardize  the 
continued  existence  of  grizzly  bears  or  result  in  the  destruction  or  adverse  modification  of  grizzly 
bear  critical  habitat.  This  project  is  proposed  to  occur  within  the  Northern  Continental  Divide 
Ecosystem  currently  occupied  by  grizzly  bears  as  described  in  the  BA  for  this  project  (Herrera 
2005).  Grizzly  bears  are  listed  as  threatened  under  the  Act.  Critical  habitat  has  not  been 
designated  for  this  species,  therefore  none  would  be  affected  by  this  proposed  project. 

n.C-  other  listed  species 

In  addition  to  bull  trout  and  grizzly  bears,  other  federally-Usted  species  that  may  be  present  in  the 
project  area  include  the  threatened  bald  eagle  (Haliaeetus  leiicocephalus).  Based  on  information 
provided  in  the  BA  for  this  project,  including  implementation  of  the  stated  design  features  and 
conservation  measures,  the  Service  concurs  with  the  Administration  that  the  proposed  project 
may  affect,  but  would  not  be  likely  to  adversely  affect  this  species.  Therefore,  fiirther 
consultation  under  the  Act  is  not  required  relative  to  bald  eagles  and  they  will  not  be  considered 
fiirther  in  this  biological  opinion.  If  an  occurrence  of  a  listed  species  is  newly  discovered  in  the 
proximity  of  this  project  corridor  as  construction  progresses,  the  Adrninistration  should  consult 
with  the  Service  regarding  that  new  information. 

ni.  Environmental  baseline 

Regulations  implementing  the  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1531  et  seq.)  (50  CFR  402.02)  define 
the  environmental  baseline  as  the  past  and  present  impacts  of  all  Federal,  State,  or  private  actions 
and  other  human  activities  in  the  action  area.  Also  included  in  the  environmental  baseline  are 
the  anticipated  impacts  of  all  proposed  Federal  projects  in  the  action  area,  which  have  already 
undergone  section  7  consultation,  and  the  impacts  of  State  and  private  actions  in  the  action  area^ 
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which  are  contemporaneous  with  the  consultation  in  progress.  Such  actions  include,  but  are  not 
limited  to,  previous  timber  harvest,  road  construction,  residential  developmeiit  and  other  land 
management  activities. 

Action  area,  as  defined  by  the  Act,  includes  the  entire  area  that  would  be  affected  directly  or 
indirectly  by  the  Federal  action  and  not  merely  the  immediate  area  involved  in  the  action.  For 
the  purposes  of  this  biological  opinion,  the  action  area  is  defined  as  a  1.6-km  swath  on  either  side 
of  affected  portions  of  U.S.  Highway  93,  as  well  as  around  other  areas  where  construction  related 
activities  would  occur. 

niA.  Bull  Trout 

in  A  J.  Status  of  the  species  within  the  action  area 

Streams  in  the  US  93  Ninepipe  /  Ronan  project  corridor  drain  the  Post  Creek  subbasin  of  the 
Mission  watershed  and  the  Crow  Creek  watershed!  Post  Cr^^k  flov^s  into  Mission  Creek,  a 
tributary  to  the  lower  Flathead  River.  Crow  Creek  flows  directly  into  the  lower  Flathead  River. 
All  streams  in  the  area  flow  fi:om  east  to  west  due  to  geologic  controls.  Other  aquatic  habitat  in 
the  project  corridor  includes  the  Ninepipe  Reservoir,  an  off^channel  storage  facility  (Herrera 
2005). 

Fisheries  resources  and  aquatic  habitat  within  the  project  corridor  have  been  heavily  impacted  by 
urbanization  and  water  diversions  for  irrigation.  Irrigation  withdrawals  from  aknost  every 
natural  stream  are  common  in  both  watersheds  and  irrigated  agriculture  is  one  of  the  prominent 
land  uses  along  the  project  corridor.  A  transbasin  diversion  from  Post  Creek  to  Crow  Creek 
exists  at  the  base  of  the  Mission  Mountains  and  connects  the  two  watersheds.  Numerous  major 
feeder  and  lateral  canals  are  present  on  lands  adjacent  to  the  proposed  project.  Three  major 
canals,  the  Post  F,  Post  A,  and  Ronan  canal  cross  under  U.S.  Highway  93  -mthin  the  prefect 
limits.  Some  of  these  canals  can  provide  fish  passage  between  and  within  streams  when  in 
operation  (Herrera  2005). 

A  total  of  seven  streams  and  one  reservoir  have  been  identified  in  the  project  corridor  that  may 
be  used  by  aquatic  species  and  would  be  affected  by  the  proposed  road  improvement 
alternatives.  Four  streams  are  crossed  by  U.S.  Highway  93,  and  the  remaining  three  streams 
flow  parallel  to  the  roadway  for  some  of  their  length  within  the  existing  roadway  right-of-way. 
They  are  as  follows:  Post  Creek  and  an  unnamed  tributary  to  Post  Creek  are  crossed  by  the 
highway  within  the  project  corridor.  Three  additional  tributaries  to  Post  Creek,  including  Ashley 
Creek  and  two  other  unnamed  tributaries,  flow  parallel  to  the  roadway  within  the  project 
corridor.  Crow  Creek,  and  its  tributary  Ronan  Spring  Creek,  are  also  crossed  by  the  highway 
within  the  project  corridor.  An  inlet  to  Ninepipe  Reservoir  is  also  crossed  by  the  US  93 
Ninepipe  /  Ronan  project  corridor.  Water  from  Post  Creek  supplies  Ninepipe  and  Kicking  Horse 
Reservoirs  (Herrera  2005). 

Of  these  water  bodies,  bull  trout  are  only  known  to  occur  in  the  project  area  in  Post  Creek. 
Historically,  the  Mission  Creek  drainage,  including  Post  Creek,  was  one  of  the  most  important 
spawning  tributaries  for  bull  trout  residing  between  Flathead  Lake  and  the  Clark  Fork  River 
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(Herrera  2005).  Post  Creek  originates  as  a  high  elevation  stream  in  the  Mission  Mountains  and 
has  a  drainage  area  of  158.2  km^.  Land  uses  in  the  upper  reaches  of  the  Post  Creek  watershed 
are  wilderness,  commercial  and  non-commercial  forestry,  and  some  hrigated  agriculture.  A  shift 
to  predominantly  irrigated  agriculture  land  rather  than  forested  land  occurs  in  the  lower 
watershed.  In  general,  within  the  Mission  Creek  watershed,  nutrient  concentrations  increase  in  a 
downstream  direction.  Water  temperature  also  increases  significantly  in  a  downstream  direction, 
hrigation  return  flows  and  other  nonpoint  sources  of  pollution  in  the  form  of  stormwater  runoff 
from  various  sources,  including  U.S.  Highway  93,  contribute  to  degraded  water  quality  in  Post 
Creek.  The  degraded  water  quality  may  prevent  fish  in  Mission  Creek  from  migrating  into  Post 
Creek  (Herrera  2005). 

There  is  little  information  available  on  the  life  history  of  bull  trout  living  in  Post  Creek.  It  is 
assumed  that  bull  trout  using  Post  Creek  have  always  been  of  the  migratory  form.  McDonald 
Reservoir,  located  at  the  headwaters  of  Post  Creek,  currently  supports  an  isolated  migratory 
population  of  bull  trout.  This  population  spawns  in  Post  Creek  above  the  reservoir.  Redd  counts 
have  averaged  23  redds  per  year  since  1986  (Herrera  2005). 

Actual  occurrence  of  bull  trout  within  Post  Creek  below  the  reservoir  is  not  well  known. 
Electroshocking  of  the  mainston  of  Post  Creek  has  produced  a  few  bull  trout,  and  less  than  50 
individuals  are  assumed  to  use  the  stream.  In  general,  numbers  are  thought  to  iacrease  from  the 
mouth  of  the  stream  to  the  headwaters  near  McDonald  Reservoir.  It  is  not  known  if  the  bull  trout 
present  in  Post  Creek  below  the  reservoir  are  the  result  of  outmigration  from  McDonald 
Reservoir,  migrants  from  the  Jocko  River  population  that  have  entered  through  the  Pablo  feeder 
canal  (the  Pablo  feeder  canal  is  an  irrigation  canal  that  intercepts  numerous  streams  in  the  project 
vicinity  and  may  transport  fish  from  other  systems  into  Post  Greek),  or  uidividuals  migratiag  up 
from  the  Flathead  River.  Captures  of  bull  trout  immediately  below  the  dam  of  McDonald 
Reservoir  suggest  that  the  reservoir  population  exports  iadividuals  into  Post  Creek,  but  the  low 
numbers  found  in  the  stream  suggest  that  bull  trout  are  not  successfiiUy  spawning  below  the 
reservoir.  Three  individuals  were  captured  in  1984  and  1985  moving  from  the  Flatiiead  River 
into  Mission  Creek,  but  movement  from  there  into  Post  Creek  was  considered  unlikely  due  to 
degraded  water  quality  in  the  lower  reaches.  There  is  not  enough  information  available  to 
determine  the  status  of  the  species  in  Post  Creek  below  the  reservoir,  but  occurrence  of  small 
numbers  within  the  project  reach  is  assumed.  Little  spawning  and  rearing  habitat  occurs  in  the 
area  of  U.S.  Highway  93  and  use  of  the  stream  in  this  area  is  most  likely  limited  to  migration 
(Herrera  2005). 

Table  2  displays  the  results  of  the  "Matrix  of  Diagnostics  /  Pathways  and  Indicators"  (matrix), 
the  objective  of  which  is  to  integrate  the  biological  and  habitat  conditions  to  arrive  at  a 
determination  of  the  potential  effect  pf  land  management  activities  on  a  Hsted  species.  The 
columns  hi  the  matrix  correspond  to  levels  of  condition  of  the  uidicator.  There  are  three 
condition  levels:  "fimctioning  appropriately;"  "ftinctioning  at  risk;"  and  "functioning  at 
unacceptable  risk."  These  three  categories  of  function  are  defined  for  each  indicator  in  the 
matrix.  In  concept,  indicators  in  a  watershed  are  "functioning  appropriately"  when  they  maintain 
strong  and  significant  populations  that  are  interconnected  and  promote  recovery  of  a  listed 
species  or  its  critical  habitat  to  a  status  that  will  provide  self-sustaining  and  self-regulating 

Page  44 


Table  2:  Ckecldist  for  documenting  environmental  baseline  and  effects  of  proposed  action  on 
relevant  indicators  for  bull  trout  in  the  Post  Creek  drainage  (Herrera  2005). 
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Off-channel  Habitat 
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Drainage  Network  Increase 

X 
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X 

CP 

Disturbance  History 

X 

CP 

Riparian  Reserves 

X 

CP 

Disturbance  Regime 

X 

CP 

Meeration  of  Species  and 
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X 

CP 

populations.  When  the  indicators  are  "functioning  at  risk,"  they  provide  for  persistence  of  the 
species  but  in  more  isolated  populations  and  may  not  promote  recovery  of  a  listed  species  or  its 
critical  habitat  without  active  or  passive  restoration  efforts.  "Functioning  at  unacceptable  risk" 
suggests  the  listed  species  continues  to  be  absent  from  historical  habitat,  or  is  rare  or  being 
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maintained  at  a  low  population  level,  although  the  habitat  may  maintain  the  species  at  this  low 
persistence  level,  active  restoration  is  needed  to  begin  recovery  of  the  species. 

Action  agencies  authorizing  activities  within  lands  occupied  by  bull  trout  are  mandated  by  the 
Act  to  consider  the  environmental  baseline  in  the  action  area  and  effects  to  bull  trout  that  would 
likely  occur  as  a  result  of  management  actions.  To  that  end,  agency  biologists  use  the  four 
biological  indicators  and  the  1 9  physical  habitat  indicators  in  the  inatrix  for  bull  trout  to  assess 
the  environmental  baseline  conditions  and  determine  the  likelihood  of  take  pet"  interagency 
guidance  and  agreement  on  section  7  consultation  on  the  effects  of  actions  to  bull  trout  (USDI 
1998a,  1998d).  Take  could  occur  as  direct  harm  or  harassment  of  individu^s  or  indirectly 
through  adverse  impacts  to  bull  trout  habitat.  The  majority  of  the  matrix  analysis  consists  of 
specific  consideration  of  the  19  habitat  indicators.  Analysis  of  the  matrix  habitat  indicators 
relative  to  project  effects  provides  a  very  thorough  assessment  of  the  existing  habitat  conditions 
and  potential  impacts  to  bull  trout  habitat. 

in.A.2.  Factors  affecting  species  environment  within  the  action  area 

Dams  have  been  one  of  the  most  important  factors  in  firagmenting  and  likely  reducing  the  bull 
trout  population  of  the  Clark  Fork  Recovery  Unit.  Large  hydroelectric  dams  permanently 
interrupted  established  bull  trout  migration  routes,  eliminating  access  firom  major  portions  of  the 
tributary  system  to  the  productive  waters  of  Lake  Pend  Oreille  and  Flathead  Lake.  Also,  these 
dams  impact  the  habitat  that  was  left  behind  by  affecting  reservoir  and  lake  levels,  water 
temperature,  and  water  quality.  Smaller  irrigation  storage  dams  have  further  fragmented  some  of 
the  previously  connected  watersheds  and  made  it  increasingly  difficult  for  migratory  bull  trout  to 
thrive.  In  some  locations  dams  formed  isolation  barriers  that  have  prevented  the  movement  of 
nonnative  fish  (USDI  2002c). 

For  over  100  years,  forestry  practices  have  caused  major  impacts  to  bull  trout  habitat  throughout 
the  Clark  Fork  Recovery  Unit,  and  because  forestry  is  the  primary  landscape  activity  in  much  of 
the  basin,  the  impacts  have  been  widespread.  Primary  effects  of  timber  harvest,  such  as  road 
construction,  log  skidding,  riparian  tree  harvest,  clear-cuttitig,  splash  dams,  and  others,  have  been 
reduced  by  the  more  recent  development  of  more  progressive  practices.  However,  the  legacy 
effects  of  the  past  century  have  included  lasting  impacts  to  bull  trout  habitat,  iucluding  increased 
sediment  in  streams,  increased  peak  flows,  hydrograph  and  thermal  modifications,  loss  of 
instream  woody  debris  and  of  channel  stability,  and  increased  accessibility  for  anglers  and 
poachers.  These  impacts  will  continue  and  are  irreversible  in  some  drainages.  In  addition, 
iasufficient  funding  to  maintain  the  existing  road  system  had  resulted  in  maintenance 
deficiencies,  even  on  some  well-designed  roads.  Consequently,  impacts  of  the  existing  road 
system  are  compounded  (USDI  2002c). 

Agricultural  impacts  to  bull  trout  in  the  Clark  Fork  Recovery  Unit  are  primarily  a  result  of  water 
demand.  Diversions  for  irrigation  can  destabilize  stream  chaimels,  severely  interrupt  migratory 
corridors  (blockages  and  dewatering),  and  in  some  cases,  entrain  fish,  which  are  then  lost  down 
the  ditches.  A  second,  and  potentially  more  serious,  issue  is  the  increased  water  temperature 
regime  conmion  to  streams  that  are  heavily  diverted  and/or  subject  to  receiving  irrigation  return 
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flows.  All  of  these  problems  occur  and  are  widespread  in  the  project  area  aad  throughout, the 
recovery  unit.  Some  of  the  worst  impacts  are  in  the  upper  drainages,  and  these  problems  axe  then 
transmitted  to  the  receiving  waters  downstream.  Overall,  agricultural  practices  represent  a 
significant  threat  to  buU  trout  recovery  ia  this  recovery  unit  (U^ 

In  portions  of  the  lower  Flathead  River  drainage  downstream  of  Kerr  Dam,  agricultural  impacts 
may  have  been  the  primary  cause  of  the  loss  of  bull  trout.  From  the  1910s  until  the  mid-1980s, 
stream  dewatering  for  hrigated  agriculture  was  considered  a  major  fisheries  problem  in  the 
Flathead  River  portion  of  the  drainage.  Li  1985,  the  CSKT  were  able  to  establish  instream  flows 
on  streams  that  are  impacted  by  the  Flathead  Agency  Irrigation  District.  Although  stream 
dewatering  is  no  longer  a  major  problem  in  this  portion  of  the  drainage,  agricultural  impacts  to 
water  quality  remaui  (USD!  2002c). 

The  Flathead  Agency  Irrigation  District,  which  was  constructed  beginning  about  1910,  broke  the 
connection  between  many  of  the  tributary  streams  and  the  lower  Flathead  River.  Many  tributary 
streams  also  contain  dams,  including  Crow,  Mission^  Post,  and  Dry  Creeks.  All  of  these  streams, 
except  Crow  Creek,  are  known  to  have  been  historical  buU  trout  spawning  and  rearing  streams. 
The  impacts  of  these  tributary  dams  vary  dependuig  on  the  situation.  Some  have  blocked 
migratory  fish  firom  spawning  tributaries,  and  some  have  created  isolated  local  populations  of 
bull  trout.  Each  case  is  unique,  and  the  effects  should  be  evaluated  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  In 
total,  construction  of  irrigation  diversions,  canals,  and  dams  on  the  tributaries  eliminated  access 
to  more  than  100  km  of  tributary  spawning  and  rearing  habitat  in  the  lower  Flathead  River 
watershed,  though  some  of  the  watershed  may  have  been  unoccupied  by  bull  trout  because  of 
natural  conditions  (USDI  2002c). 

In  the  lower  Flathead  River  drainage,  three  irrigation  storage  reservoirs  are  now  considered  to 
hold  isolated  fragments  of  the  bull  trout  populations  that  once  occupied  the  Mission  Creek 
drainage.  Tabor  Reservoir  (St.  Mary's  Lake)  is  an  irrigation  storage  facility  (approximately  111 
surface  hectares  wlien  foil).  Its  s^  rearing  habitat  is  c  because  the  only 

tributary  stream  (Dry  L,ake  Creek)  is  completely  flooded  at  fuU  pool  andrnostly  inax:cessil3le  due 
to  gradient  barriers  at  niinimum  pool.  Spawning  can  only  occur  vi^hen  there  are 
water  levels  to  inundate  passage  barriers  wtdle  f  till  e^cposing  an  a.dequate  length  of  stream. 
Rearing  habitat  becomes  lentic  (without  current)  during  late  spring  and  summer  because  the 
entire  accessible  portion  of  the  stream  is  inundated  at  full  pool.  The  lack  of  spawning  and 
rearing  habitat  raises  concerns  about  the  long-term  viability  of  this  local  population.  .Water 
enters  the  system  firom  the  Upper  Jocko  canal  and  may  translocate  some  bull  trout  firom  that 
system.  Appropriate  dam  operations  are  vital  for  continued  successfiil  reproduction  in  this  local 
population.  The  outflow  waters  are  transported  through  the  Dry  Creek  irrigation  ditch  system 
and  no  longer  have  a  fimctional  connection  to  Mission  Creek.  Reconnection  of  this  fragmented 
population  to  its  historical  source  (Mission  Creek)  is  unlikely  (USDI  2002c). 

In  Mission  Reservoir  (approximately  117  hectares  when  fiiU),  another  small  natural  lake 
(terminal  glacial  moraine)  that  was  dammed,  the  lake  environment  is  a  limiting  component  of 
bull  trout  habitat  due  to  extreme  drawdowns  for  irrigation.  The  greatest  risks  to  bull  trout  in  this 
system  are  hybridization  with  brook  trout,  washout  of  adult  fish  through  the  dam,  overwinter 
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stress  from  deficiencies  in.  reservoir  habitat,  and  illegal  harvesting.  A  higher  minimmn  pool  was 
recently  negotiated  in  Mission  Reservoir,  but  further  research  is  necessary  to  determine  the 
extent  that  drawdown  affects  the  bull  trout  in  this  local  population  (USDI  2002c). 

McDonald  Reservoir  (approximately  100  hectares  when  full)  on  Post  Creek,  a  Mission  Creek 
tributary,  is  also  used  for  irrigation  storage.  It  supports  a  now  isolated  local  population  of 
migratory  bull  trout.  This  local  population  is  believed  to  be  more  secure  than  those  at  Tabor  and 
Mission  Reservoirs  because  of  more  adequate  pool  volume,  a  higher  quality  spawning  stream, 
and  the  absence  of  brook  trout.  Dam  operations  have  a  minor  negative  impact  oh  fMs  local 
population  (USDI  2002c). 

The  water  management  operations  of  the  Flathead  Agency  Irrigation  District  are  severely 
limiting  to  the  potential  recovery  of  the  local  populations  of  bull  t^^^ 

complex  and  the  Jocko  River.  The  isolated  populations  in  the  three  reservoirs  on  Mission  Creek 
will  probably  never  become  secure,  but  with  better  management  strategies,  drawdown  limits,  and 
instream  flow  protection,  the  chances  of  persistence  would  increase  (USDI  2002c). 

Transportation  systems  were  a  major  contributor  to  the  decline  of  bull  trout  in  this  recovery  unit. 
Separating  the  direct  effect  of  the  roads  and  raikoads  from  the  development  associated  with  their 
construction  is  difficult.  Separating  the  effects  of  transportation  corridors  in  forested  habitat 
from  the  legacy  effects  of  forest  management  is  also  difficult.  Construction  methods  during  the 
late  19^  ahd  early  20^  century,  primarily  channelization  and  meander  cutoffs,  caused  major 
impacts  on  many  of  these  stream;  impacts  that  are  still  being  manifested.  Such  impacts  seldom 
occur  with  new  roads.  However,  significant  problems  remain  and  are  associated  with  passage 
barriers,  sediment  production,  unstable  slopes,  improper  maintenance,  and  high  road  densities. 
All  of  these  problems  impact  bull  trout  and  can  only  be  addressed  on  a  site-by-site  basis  (USDI 
2002c). 

The  legacy  effects  of  mining,  particularly  in  the  upper  Clark  Fork  River  drainage,  will  continue 
to  impact  buU  trout  for  many  decades  to  come.  Because  of  extreme  water  quahty  degradation  in 
the  upper  watershed,  dating  back  to  the  19^  century,  continued  vigilance  and  purposeful 
improvement  will  be  required  for  many  decades  before  the  full  potential  of  the  aquatic  resources 
can  be  restored.  Some  major  portions  of  the  Clark  Fork  River  watershed  have  never  been 
materially  impacted  by  mining.  Meanwhile,  existing  mines  and  new  mine  proposals  continue  to 
develop  and  have  the  potential  to  negatively  impact  some  core  areas  and  lobal  bull  trout 
populations  (USDI  2002c). 

Much  of  northwestern  Montana  remains  sparsely  populated.  However,  in  recent  years  the 
human  population  has  been  increasing,  and  in  the  ftiture,  rural  residential  development  may  be  a 
high  risk  to  the  restoration  of  bull  trout.  In  the  decade  of  the  1990s,  Lincoln,  Sanders,  Lake  and 
Mineral  Counties  grew  7.8  percent,  18.0  percent,  26,0  percent,  and  17.2  percent,  respectively. 
Growth  is  particularly  evident  in  watersheds  bordered  by  private  lands,  such  as  along  the  Jocko 
River.  Ultimately,  unmanaged  growth  and  residential  sprawl  may  be  among  the  biggest  threats 
to  the  recovery  of  bull  trout  in  this  recovery  unit.  The  entire  recovery  unit  holds  many  of  the 
attributes  that  are  increasingly  attractive  to  people  seeking  relief  from  the  urban  environment, 
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and  human  population  growth  in  western  Montana  has  accelerated.  The  way  m  which  this 
growth  is  managed  and  our  abiUty  to  limit  the  impacts  of  growth,  in  particular  on  bull  trout 
spawning  and  rearing  streams,  are  pivotal  to  the  success  of  the  bull  trout  recovery  effort, 
hicreasing  human  populations  have  a  direct  impact  on  all  of  the  other  categories  of  risk  that 
affect  bull  trout  (USDI  2002c). 

The  introduced  fish  species  in  the  lower  portions  of  the  Clark  Fork  River  drainage  in  Montana 
iaclude  Yellowstone  cutthroat  trout,  brook  trout,  brown  trout,  rainbow  trout,  lake  trout,  lake 
whitefish,  largemouth  bass  {Micropterus  salmoides\  smallmouth  bass  (Micropterus  dolomieu), 
black  crappie  (Pomoxis  nigromaculatus),  northern  pike,  yellow  perch  {Percaflavescens), 
pumpkinseed  (Lepomis  gibbosus\  burbot  {Lota  lota\  yellow  bullhead  (Ameiurus  natalis),  black 
bullhead  {Ameiurus  melas),  fathead  minnow  {Pimephalespromelas\  and  central  mudminnow 
{Umbra  limi).  Individual  walleye,  apparently  firom  illegal  transplants,  have  been  found  in  several 
waters.  To  date,  however,  walleye  are  not  known  to  have  estabUshed  reproducing  populations 
(USDI2002C). 

Brook  trout  are  believed  to  be  a  particularly  high  risk  in  lentic  environments  and  are  present  in 
most  streams  in  the  lower  Clark  Fork  River  draina.ge  that  are  currently  used  by  bull  trout.  Brook 
trout  are  known  to  be  extensively  hybridized  with  bull  trout  in  Mission  Creek  (USDI  2002c). 

Of  all  the  threats  to  bull  trout  recovery,  the  expanding  presence  of  noimative  species  may  prove 
to  be  the  most  intractable.  In  particular,  expansion  of  congeneric  lake  trout  and  brook  trout  is  of 
greatest  concem  for  bull  trout  recovery  in  the  Clark  Fork  Recovery  Unit.  Scientists  currently 
have  limited  tools  available  to  deal  with  these  intruders,  and  in  many  cases,  there  is  strong  public 
opposition  to  controlling  or  eliminating  other  sahnonids  that  provide  sport  fisheries.  The  impact 
of  introductions  of  nonnative  species  may  be  permanent.  While  the  status  of  stream  habitat  for 
bull  trout  in  many  watersheds  throughout  the  recovery  unit  has  had  an  improving  trend,  the 
effects  of  nonnative  introductions,  particularly  in.  large  lakes,  may  permanently  reduce  the 
capacity  of  these  waters  to  support  bull  trout.  This  issue  ranks  as  one  of  the  highest  priorities  for 
expenditure  of  research,  education,  and  enforcement  dollars.  Angling  regulations  in  most  waters 
have  gone  as  far  as  they  can  to  protect  native  species,  short  of  completely  closing  angling  to 
fiarther  reduce  take  that  occurs  from  hooking  mortality  and  species  misidentification.  A  key  to 
successful  bull  trout  restoration  is  educating  both  anglers  and  the  nonangling  public  about  the 
value  of  native  species.  Intact  native  fish  ecosystems  are  increasingly  rare,  and  we  must  allocate 
substantial  resources  to  protecting  and  restoring  those  that  remain  (USDI  2002c). 

HLB.  Grizzly  Bear 

in.B  J.  Status  of  the  species  within  the  action  area 

The  project  corridor  is  located  on  the  westem  front  of  the  Northem  Continental  Divide  grizzly 
bear  recovery  area,  which  roughly  corresponds  with  the  northem  Rocky  Mountain  Range.  While 
the  project  corridor  is  not  located  within  the  recovery  area,  grizzly  bears  range  into  the  valley 
and  into  the  project  corridor  during  the  spring  (April  to  June)  and  late  fall  (September  to 
November)  to  forage  (Herrera  2001). 
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Prior  to  more  extensive  human  settlement  and  the  development  of  agriculture,  grizzly  bears 
utiUzed  habitat  throughout  the  Flathead  Valley.  As  a  result  of  habitat  alteration  and  increased 
mortality  due  to  human  encounters,  grizzly  bears  have  been  restricted  to  the  Mission  Mountains 
and  lowlands  adjacent  to  the  mountains  (Herrera  2001). 

Grizzlies  m.  the  Mission  and  Rattlesnake  mountains  exhibit  patterns  of  elevational  movement 
with  different  seasons.  Bears  spend  from  five  to  six  months  in  winter  dens  and  emerge  from 
dens  in  spring  and  move  to  lower  elevations  when  early  green  vegetation  and  other  food  sources, 
such  as  carrion  and  insects,  become  available.  Important  spring  habitat  (April  15  to  June  15)  in 
the  Mission  Valley  includes  seeps  and  riparian  areas  with  abundant  bear  food.  Heavily  used 
spring  habitat,  several  miles  to  the  east  of  the  proposed  project,  is  present  a.t  the  base  of  the 
Mission  Mountains  near  March,  Mollman,  Poison  Gak,  and  Valentine  creeks  (Herrera  2001). 

During  sunmier,  grizzhes  usually  move  to  higher  elevations  in  the  Mission  and  Rattlesnake 
mountains  where  they  feed  on  newly  emergent  vegetation  and  insects,  such  as  ladybird  beetles 
and  army  cutworm  moths.  During  late  summer  and  early  fall,  bears  move  to  lower  elevations  on 
west  slopes  of  the  Mission  Mountains  to  feed  on  fruit  in  orchards  and  on  native  fruits  and  berries 
(Herrera  2001). 

Although  the  higjiest  grizzly  bear  densities  in  the  project  area  occur  in  the  Mission  Mountains 
and  adjacent  lands  in  the  Mission  Valley,  grizzlies  also  are  periodically  present  in  the  Evaro  area, 
Ninepipe,  Post  Creek,  Dixon,  and  west  of  US  Highway  93  near  Perma  and  Magpie  Creek. 
Grizzlies  periodically  utilize  habitat  near  Allentown  and  the  Ninepipe  National  Wildlife  Reftige, 
and  are  kiiown  to  cross  U.S.  Highway  93  to  use  habitats  in  the  valley  to  the  west  of  the  project 
corridor.  There  was  an  unconfirmed  report  during  2000  of  a  female  grizzly  with  cubs  in  the 
valley  welt  of  the  Ravalli  Hill.  Areas  that  are  known  to  be  important  crossing  locations  for  bears 
in  the  project  corridor  occur  in  the  Ninepipe  area  from  Post  Creek  to  the  reservoir  (Herrera 
2001). 

The  Ninepipe  area  provides  a  variety  of  foraging  opportunities  for  bears,  including  eggs,  small 
mammals,  succulent  aquatic  vegetation  and  tubers.  During  the  summer  of  1998,  a  bear  was 
observed  foraging  at  the  edge  of  Ninepipe  Reservoir  after  the  water  had  receded.  It  was 
determined  that  the  bear  had  been  foraging  on  snails.  There  is  also  some  evidence  that  bears  are 
particularly  attracted  to  the  area  when  vole  (Microtus  sp^.)  populations  in  the  wildlife 
management  grasslands  are  peaking,  approximately  every  five  years  (Herrera  2005). 

The  existing  U.S.  Highway  93  roadway  through  the  project  area  is  likely  a  barrier  to  most 
wildUfe  species.  However,  some  wildlife  do  cross  the  corridor.  Currently,  wildlife  crossing 
areas  in  the  corridor  are  centered  aroimd  the  Post  Creek  riparian  corridor  at  RP  37.7,  and  the  core 
pothole  area  from  RP  39.4  to  RP  44.1.  Additional  crossings  occur  at  the  Crow  Creek  riparian 
area  at  RP  44,2  (Herrera  2005). 

The  Post  Creek  riparian  area  provides  a  movement  corridor  for  wildlife  from  the  Mission 
Mountains  to  the  valley.  It  is  one  of  the  few  corridors  in  the  Mission  valley  (the  lands  associated 
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with  the  Mission  Creek  watershed)  that  is  not  highly  fragmented  by  urban  development.  The 
riparian  corridor  is  fairly  intact,  although  the  condition  of  the  habitat  is  compromised  ia  some 
areas.  Restoration  efforts  are  currently  underway  to  further  improve  the  condition  of  this 
corridor.  This  site  is  used  by  white-tailed  deer  (Odocoileus  virginianus%  grizzly  and  black  bears 
{Ursus  americanus),  small  mammals,  and  an  occasional  mountain  lion  (Felis  concolor).  Ideally, 
wildlife  traveling  through  a  riparian  corridor  could  cross  roadways  by  passing  underneath  the 
roadway  bridge.  The  existing  US  93  bridge  over  Post  Creek  does  not  provide  adequate  space  for 
dry  land  passage  by  wildlife,  so  wildlife  are  forced  to  cross  over  the  roadway.  While  current 
levels  of  wildUfe  mortality  at  this  crossing  location  are  low,  three  grizzly  bear  mortalities  have 
been  reported  in  this  area  since  1998  and  signify  its  importance  as  a  wildlife  crossing  corridor. 
In  1998,  a  sub-adult  female  grizzly  bear  was  struck  killed  by  a  vehicle  on  the  highway  near  the 
Ninepipe  Reservoir.  On  August  28,  2001,  an  approximately  five  to  six  year-old  female  grizzly 
bear  was  struck  and  killed  in  the  evening  hours  in  the  Post  Creek  vicinity.  Yet  another  female 
grizzly  was  struck  and  killed  on  June  6, 2002  in  the  early  morning  near  the  same  location. 
White-tailed  deer  are  also  commonly  struck  and  killed  in  the  Post  Creek  vicinity  (Herrera  2005). 

The  number  of  grizzly  bears  in  the  project  vicinity  is  highly  variable  and  generally  ranges  from 
one  to  four  individuals.  Grizzly  bears  likely  access  the  area  from  the  Mission  Mountains  via  the 
Post  Creek  riparian  area,  and  perhaps  the  Crow  Creek  riparian  area.  Once  they  are  in  the  project 
area,  many  bears  are  compelled  to  cross  U.S.  Highway  93  in  the  Ninepipe  area.  Some  bears  in 
the  Ninepipe  area  appear  to  use  habitat  around  the  reftige  without  dispersing  much  farther  to  the 
west.  There  is  limited  habitat  available  west  of  the  project  vicinity  and  the  risk  of  human-bear    ^ 
conflicts  is  greater.  However,  bears  have  been  reported  in  the  Moiese  Hills  area  west  of  Charlo 
and  it  is  believed  that  these  bears  are  also  likely  to  cross  Highway  93  in  the  Ninepipe  area 
(Herrera  2005). 

The  Flathead  Indian  Reservation  Grizzly  Bear  Management  Plan  (CSKT  1981)  designated  the 
Ninepipe  area  as  Management  Situation  III  grizzly  bear  habitat.  Within  Situation  III  habitat, 
grizzly  bear  presence  is  possible  but  infrequent.  Within  these  areas,  high  human  presence 
generally  makes  grizzly  presence  difficult  to  maintain  and  minimization  of  grizzly/human 
conflicts  is  a  high  priority. 

ni.B.2.  Factors  affecting  species  environment  within  the  action  area 

Grizzly  bear  habitat  and  populations  were  once  continuous  and  contiguous  throughout  the  Rocky 
Mountains.  Grizzly  numbers,  habitat,  and  distribution  were  reduced  through  the  actions  of 
humans.  Present  grizzly  bear  range  south  of  Canada  consists  of  six  fragments  of  habitat 
supporting  five  populations  and  constituting  2  percent  of  their  former  range.  Valleys  containing 
human  developments  of  varying  hitensity  separate  each  of  these  populations.  As  human 
development  continues  in  these  intervening  areas,  they  become  increasingly  effective  barriers  to 
grizzly  bear  movement  (Servheen  et  al.  2001).  It  is  widely  accepted  in  conservation  biology  that 
island  populations  of  any  species  are  subject  to  high  rates  of  extinction  and  that  these  rates  are 
directly  related  to  the  size  of  the  island.  Wide  ranging  mammals  are  particularly  sensitive  to  the 
detrimental  effects  of  msular  distribution  (USF WS  1 993). 
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Bears  that  occur  in  areas  like  the  Mission  Valley,  and  other  areas  within  the  NCDE  where  human 
development  immediately  adjacent  to  grizzly  habitat  is  extensive,  live  with  high  levels  of 
mortality  risk  from  a  number  of  human-related  causes.  Known,  human-caused,  non-hunting 
mortality  for  grizzly  bears  in  the  NGDE  averaged  nine  bears  per  year  from  1 987-1 992.  Total 
human-caused  mortality  averaged  1 1  bears  per  year.  These  mortaUties  will  likely  continue  due 
to  inevitable  interactions  between  bears  and  people  throughout  the  ecosystem  and  will  likely 
increase  as  the  population  increases.  Average  annual  non-hunting  mortality  has  remaiaed  almost 
constant  siace  1975,  indicating  that  these  Mis  are  not  M 

despite  ftirther  intensive  management  (USFWS  1993).  Total  known  human-caused  mortality  in 
the  NCDE  during  2004  was  3 1  grizzly  bears;  1 8  of  which  were  female.  Three  grizzlies  were 
known  to  be  struck  and  killed  by  cars  in  the  NCDE  during  2004,  two  males  and  one  female 
(Servheen,  USFWS,  pers.  comm.  2005). 

Identified  sources  of  direct  mortality  include  poaching,  kiUing  by  vandals,  and  malicious  killing. 
Accidental  killings  are  a  result  of  mistaken  identity  by  black  bear  hunters.  Confrol  by  livestock 
operators,  apiarists,  outfitters,  hunter  defense  of  quarry,  and  resort  operators  for  protection  of 
property  also  results  indirect  mortality.  Accidental  deaths  also  result  from  road  kiUs  by 
automobiles  and  trains,  and  from  handling  errors  when  bears  are  captured  for  management  or 
research.  Mortality  occasionally  results  from  actions  of  private  citizens  for  self-defense  or . 
defense  of  others  (USFWS  1993). 

Identified  sources  of  indirect  mortality  are  those  actions  that  bring  bears  and  people  into  conflict 
such  as  road  use,  land  development,  and  recreation.  These  actions  include,  but  are  not  limited  to, 
road  construction,  livestock  grazing  operations,  timber  harvest,  mining,  water  development,  and 
energy  exploration  and  development  (USFWS  1993).  Many  of  these  types  of  activities  occur 
within  proximity  to  this  project  corridor. 

There  have  been  several  analyses  on  grizzly  bear  mortalities  for  the  NCDE.  During  1992-2001, 
MFWP  reported  143  grizzly  bear  deaths  that  were  known  and  human-caused.  These  mortalities 
were  attributed  to  the  following  sources  (percentages  have  been  rounded  to  the  nearest  whole 
number):  22  percent  (32)  management  removal  due  to  food  conditioning;  15  percent  (21)  due  to 
illegal,  malicious  killmg;  13  percent  (18)  due  to  train  collisions;  11  percent  (16)  under 
investigation;  8  percent  (12)  illegal  mistaken  identification;  8  percent  (12)  Hvestock  conflicts;  6 
percent  (9)  legal  self  defense;  6  percent  (9)  related  to  human  fatalities;  3  percent  (5)  vehicle 
collision;  3  percent  (5)  unknown;  3  perceiit  (4)  capture  related  (USFWS  2002). 

During  1999-2003,  the  Service  reported  a  total  of  84  known  human-caused  grizzly  bear 
mortalities  in  the  NCDE.  They  were  attributed  to  the  following  causes:  3 1  human 
food/livestock;  22  train  and  vehicle  collision;  17  maUcious  illegal;  1 1  legal  self-defense/hunter;  3 
human  fatality.  Of  the  human-caused  mortalities  during  this  pmod,  31  were  female,  48  were 
male  and  5  were  unknown  (USFWS  2004b). 

Throughout  the  NCDE,  there  have  been  a  total  of  1 6  known  grizzly  bear  mortalities  caused  by 
collisions  with  vehicles  since  1980.  Only  two  of  those  fatalities  occurred  during  each  of  the 
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decades  of  the  1980s  and  1990s.  However,  twelve  known  road  kill  mortalities  have  occurred  in 
the  NCDE  in  just  the  past  five  years  (2000  -  2004)  (Servheen,  USFWS,  pers.  coram,  2005). 

Smce  1975,  the  grizzly  bear  has  been  afforded  threatened  status  under  the  Act.  Much  effort  has 
been  expended  by  various  Federal  aad  State  land  and  wildlife  agencies,  tribal  governments,  aad 
segments  of  the  pnblic  to  conserve  the  species.  Currently,  the  two  leading  challenges  in  grizzly 
bear  conservation  are  the  reduction  of  human-caused  mortality  and  the  conservation  of  remaining 
habitat.  In  the  NCDE,  annual  monitoring  of  population  parameters  demonstrates  that  progress  is 
being  made.  This  has  been  achieved  through  rigorous  sanitation  projects  within  and  surrounding 
the  recovery  zone,  education  and  information  programs,  and  increased  law  enforcement.  In 
1985,  Federal  and  State  agencies  cooperated  in  the  development  of  the  Interagency  Grizzly  Bear 
Management  Guidelines.  The  Guidelines  detail  protocol  for  nuisance  bear  management  and  also 
detail  grizzly  bear  habitat  management  policies.  Since  the  inception  of  the  Guidelines,  all 
agencies  have  worked  to  implement  the  policies  stated  in  the  Guidelines  within  and  surrounding 
grizzly  bear  recovery  zones  (USFWS  1993). 

IV.  Effects  of  the  action 

"Effects  of  the  action"  refers  to  the  direct  and  indirect  effects  of  an  action  on  the  species  or 
critical  habitat,  together  with  the  effects  of  other  activities  that  are  interrelated  or  interdependent 
with  that  action  that  would  be  added  to  the  environmental  baseline.  Direct  effects  are  considered 
immediate  effects  of  the  project  on  the  species  or  its  habitat.  Indirect  effects  are  those  caused  by 
the  proposed  action  and  are  later  in  time,  but  are  still  reasonably  certain  to  occur.  Interrelated 
actions  are  those  that  are  part  of  a  larger  action  and  depend  upon  the  larger  action  for  their 
justification.  Interdependent  actions  are  those  that  have  no  independent  utility  apart  from  the 
action  under  consultation.  The  effects  of  the  action  are  added  to  the  environmental  baseline  to 
determine  the  future  baseline  and  to  form  the  basis  for  the  determination  in  this  opinion.  Should 
the  Federal  action  result  in  a  jeopardy  situation  and/or  adverse  modification  conclusion,  the 
Service  may  propose  reasonable  and  prudent  altematives  that  the  Federal  agency  can  take  to 
avoid  violation  of  section  7(a)(2).  The  effects  discussed  below  are  the  result  of  direct  and 
indirect  impacts  of  implementing  the  proposed  project. 

IV.A.  BuU  Trout 

IV.A.1.  General  effects  of  transportation  projects  on  bull  trout 

Direct  effects  are  impacts  caused  by  specific  projects  that  occur  at  the  same  time  and  place  and 
have  immediate  effects  on  the  species  or  its  habitat  (e.g.,  construction  equipment  destroys  eggs 
by  running  across  a  redd  in  the  river  channel,  or  fill  material  deposited  in  the  stream  kills  a  fish). 
Transportation  improvement  projects  can  potentially  have  direct  impacts  on  bull  trout  in  five 
ways:  1)  direct  mortality  of  individual  fish  at  all  life  stages;  2)  major  disturbance  of  fish  in  the 
project  area;  3)  major  temporary  displacement  of  fish  species  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  area; 
4)  major  elimination  of  supporting  aquatic  and/or  riparian  habitat  in  the  project  area  (important 
habitat  features);  and  5)  project  activities  causing  substantial,  long-term  reductions  water  quality 
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due  to  excessive  sedimentation  and  toxic  substances,  resulting  in  reduced  availabilrty  of  prey  or 
increased  toxicity  of  prey  through  bio-accuniulation  of  contaniin^^ 

Indirect  effects  are  impacts  caused  by  or  resulting  from  actions  of  specific  projects  that  are  later 
in  time  and  space  and  are  reasonably  certain  to  occur  (e.g.,  degradation  of  aquatic  and  riparian 
habitat  or  water  quality  to  the  point  where  fish  survival  and/or  production  is  substantially 
reduced  during  any  life  stage).  Indirect  effects,  with  the  exception  of  direct  mortality  offish,  can 
be  similar  to  direct  effects,  but  are  less  severe  and  immediate  in  observable  impacts  to  sensitive 
fish  species  and  their  habitat.  Indirect  impacts  can  also  manifest  themselves  after  completion  of 
project  activities,  and  can  change  long-term  human  use  and  resource  condition.  Transportation 
improvement  projects  can  potentially  have  indirect  impacts  on  bull  trout  in  four  ways:  1) 
increased  seasonal  disturbance  of  fish  in  the  project  area;  2)  temporary  displacement  of  fish  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  project  area;  3)  elimination  of  supporting  vegetation  in  the  project  area;  and  4) 
project  activities  causing  substantial,  long-term  reductions  to  water  quality  and  stream  habitat, 
due  to  excessive  sedimentation  and  persistent,  toxic  substances  (MDT  2004). 

Project  related  activities  could  create  disturbed  areas  that,  over  the  long-tenn,  could  increase 
sediment  loads  into  the  water  body,  thereby  reducing  availability,  quality,  and  abundance  of 
substrate  needed  for  macroinvertebrate  production.  Also,  refiieling  and  equipment  storage  areas 
would  pose  risks  through  possible  leaks  of  chemical  contaminants  into  the  river,  which  could 
have  long-term  effects  on  fish  production  by  reducing  egg  survival  and  macroinvertebrate 
production  in  stream  gravel  (MDT  2004). 

IV.A.2,  Project  specific  effects  on  bull  trout 

Much  of  the  information  in  the  following  section  relative  to  the  effects  of  this  proposed  project 
on  bull  trout  was  excerpted  from  the  Department's  BA  for  this  project  (Herrera  2005).  The 
Service  agrees  with  these  analyses  and  does  not  expect  any  effects  to  bull  trout  other  than  those 
described  below. 

Bull  trout  in  Post  Creek  may  be  affected  by  project  construction  if  runoff  from  recently  cleared 
and  graded  areas  and  soil  stockpiles  results  in  increased  sediment  entering  streams  in  tiie  US  93 
Ninepipe  /  Ronan  project  corridor.  Replacement  of  the  bridge  over  Post  Creek  may  also  have 
short-term  effects  on  bull  trout  use  of  the  project  area.  Implementation  of  best  management 
practices  and  adherence  to  temporary  erosion  and  sediment  control  plans  during  construction 
would  minimize  these  effects.  Accidental  spills  of  ftiels,  oils,  concrete  leachate,  and  chemicals 
used  during  construction  could  also  enter  project  area  streams.  However,  a  spill  prevention, 
control,  and  countermeasures  plan  would  be  implemented  to  manage  spills.  Because  bull  trout 
are  rare  in  Post  Creek  and  do  not  occur  in  other  project  area  streams,  short-term  construction 
effects  on  bull  trout  as  a  result  of  the  US  93  Ninepipe  /  Ronan  project  are  not  expected  to  be 
major.  Short-term  effects  from  construction  related  sediment  inputs  into  Post  Creek  would  be 
reduced  through  implementation  of  conservation  measures.  Adherence  to  these  measures  would 
reduce,  but  not  eliminate,  sediment  input  to  Post  Creek  during  construction.  Therefore,  they 
would  not  preclude  all  adverse  effects  to  bull  trout  in  Post  Creek  (Herrera  2005). 
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Because  bull  trout  are  rare  in  Post  Creek  and  do  not  occur  in  other  project  area  streams,  long- 
term  effects  from  habitat  loss  or  construction  disturbance  are  also  expected  to  be  minimal.  In 
addition,  long-term  beneficial  effects  of  increased  structure  length  for  the  Post  Creek  bridge  on 
bull  trout  are  also  expected  to  be  minimal  (Herrera  2005). 

Indirect  effects  may  result  from  operation  of  the  proposed  project  or  ftiture  activities  related  to 
the  project,  such  as  induced  land  use  changes,  growtii,  or  increased  traffic.  The  proposed  project 
may  influence  where  development  takes  place  because  access  to  the  highway  would  be  improved 
at  a  few  key  intersections.  However,  the  proposed  project  is  not  expected  to  increase  the  rate  of 
development  in  the  corridor.  One  exception  may  be  the  urban  portion  of  the  project,  which 
would  construct  a  southbound  couplet  on  1^*  Avenue  SW  in  Ronan.  The  preliminary  preferred 
alternative  would  likely  induce  commercial  development  along  the  southbound  couplet.  But 
because  the  area  along  the  couplet  does  not  support  bull  trout,  no  indkect  effects  are  expected  in 
that  area  (Herrera  2005). 

Interrelated  actions  for  the  proposed  project  include  development  and  use  of  material  source 
sites.  If  material  source  sites  are  located  near  bull  trout  streams,  development  of  these  sites  may 
result  in  additional  impacts  to  bull  trout  if  runoff  from  the  sites  is  not  controlled  or  if  tbe  sites 
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the  use  of  sand  and  deicing  materials  on  bridges  and  the  roadway  during  winter  conditions.  Such 
inputs  of  sediment  and  contaminants  and  the  subsequent  impacts  to  bull  trout  habitat  would 
diminish  the  abiUty  of  the  instream  habitat  to  function  for  all  realized  and  potential  uses.  No 
interdependent  actions  have  been  identified  for  this  project  (Herrera  2005). 

As  described  above,  activities  associated  with  this  proposed  project  would  result  in  temporary 
increases  in  sediment  in  Post  Creek.  Increases  in  sedimentation  can  affect  incubation, 
emergence  and  survival  rates  of  eggs  and  fiy.  Because  it  is  unlikely  that  bull  trout  use  Post 
Creek  as  spawning  habitat,  this  is  not  a  major  concem  for  this  project.  However,  sediment  can 
also  affect  adult  and  juvenile  bull  trout  by  changing  behavior,  reducing  available  habitat, 
increasing  stress,  and  reducing  food  supply.  Salmonid  fishes  will  generally  avoid  undesirable 
conditions  when  migrating,  such  as  high  temperatures,  low  dissolved  oxygen,  high  levels  of 
suspended  sediments,  or  pollutants.  In  streams  where  unavoidable  turbidity  is  elevated  over  a 
long  distance  or  for  a  long  period  of  time,  this  can  resuh  in  reaches  of  stream  devoid  offish  and 
the  cessation  of  migration.  In  addition,  high  levels  of  suspended  sediment  can  result  in  the  loss 
of  visual  capability,,  leading  to  reduced  feeding  and  depressed  growth  rates.  High  levels  of 
sediment  can  deplete  benthic  invertebrate  populations,  reducing  available  food  suppHes  for  fish. 
Sediment  can  also  fill  pools  and  blanket  structural  cover,  reducing  the  available  habitat  for  adult 
and  juvenile  bull  trout  (Thomas  1 999).  Although  turbidity  may  delay  migration,  it  does  not 
appear  to  affect  the  homing  ability  of  sahnonids.  However,  if  this  proposed  project  creates 
undesirable  conditions  in  the  stream  during  bull  trout  migration,  it  could  affect  bull  trout 
behavior  and  spawning  success. 

Direct  mortality  of  fish  from  suspended  sediment  has  been  documented,  but  generally  only  at 
either  very  high  levels  of  sediment  or  a  long  duration  of  increased  suspended  sediment.  It  seems 
likely  that  fish  have  evolved  behavioral  or  physiological  adaptations  to  temporary  high 
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concentrations  of  suspended  sediment  in  order  to  survive  short  term  conditions  caused  by  natural 
floods.  The  exact  levels  of  sediment  at  which  sublethal  effects  occur  are  unknown.  It  is  known 
that  both  the  concentration  of  sediment  and  the  duration  of  exposure  affect  the  response  of  the 
fish.  For  this  reason,  it  would  be  best  to  make  every  effort  to  reduce  both  the  amount  of 
sediment  produced  and  the  duration  of  the  sediment  increase.  However,  although  some  adverse 
affects  may  occur  to  bull  trout  firom  construction  related  activities,  most  of  the  sediment 
producing  activities  proposed  as  part  of  this  construction  project  would  be  relatively  short  term 
and  would  not  be  expected  to  act  as  barriers  to  fish  migrations  in  the  lower  Flathead  River 
drainage.  Application  and  monitoring  of  best  management  practices  for 
pollutant/sediment/erosion  control  during  and  following  construction  as  required  in  the 
Department's  specifications,  and  in  permits  firom  the  CSKT,  would  substantially  reduce  these 
adverse  effects. 

Mechanical  manipulation  of  stream  channel  habitat,  as  well  as  increases  in  sedimentation  firom 
activities  related  to  this  project,  are  expected  to  adversely  affect  bull  trout  populations.  These 
impacts  are  considered  more  than  insignificant  or  inconsequential  and  would  adversely  affect 
aquatic  habitat  as  well  as  the  associated  life  history  stages  of  bull  trout  in  the  lower  Flathead 
River  drainage.  However,  most  of  these  impacts  are  relatively  short-term. 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  action  is  not  likely  to  affect  the  long-term  viability  and 
persistence  of  bull  trout  in  the  action  area.  Resident  bull  trout  are  known  to  exist  upstream  of  the 
project  and  are  not  expected  to  be  subjected  to  the  primary  impact  of  the  proposed  action 
(sediment).  Anticipated  impacts  to  bull  trout  are  unlikely  to  occur  outside  of  the  action  area  and 
would  not  effect  other  local  populations  in  the  core  area. 

IV.B.  Grizzly  Bear 

rV.B.l.  General  effects  of  roads  on  grizzly  bears 

Negative  impacts  associated  with  roads  have  influenced  grizzly  bear  populations  and  habitat  use 
patterns  in  numerous,  widespread  areas.  The  Interagency  Grizzly  Bear  Committee  (1987) 
summarized  impacts  reported  in  the  literature,  including: 

•  Avoidance/displacement  of  grizzly  bears  away  from  roads  and  road  activity; 

•  Changes  in  grizzly  bear  behavior,  especially  habituation  to  humans,  due  to  ongoing 
contact  with  roads  and  human  activities  conducted  along  roads; 

•  Habitat  loss,  modification,  and  fragmentation  due  to  roads  and  road  construction, 
including  vegetative  and  topographic  disturbances;  and 

•  Direct  mortality  from  road  kills,  legal  and  illegal  harvest,  and  other  factors  resulting  from 
increased  human-bear  encounters. 
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Mortality  is  the  most  serious  consequence  of  roads  in  grizzly  bear  habitat.  Mortalities  result 
directly  from  collisions  with  vehicles  and  illegal  shooting,  or  indirectly  through  habituation  to 
human  presence.  Continued  exposure  to  human  presence,  activity,  noise,  and  other  elements 
without  negative  consequence  can  result  in  habituation,  which  is  essentially  the  loss  of  a  grizzly 
bear' s  natural  wariness  of  humans.  Habituation  increases  the  potential  for  conflicts  between 
people  and  grizzly  bears.  Habituated  grizzly  bears  often  obtain  human  food  or  garbage  and 
become  involved  in  nuisance  bear  incidents,  and/or  threaten  human  Ufe  or  property.  Such 
grizzly  bears  generally  experience  high  mortality  rates  as  they  are  eventually  destroyed  or 
removed  from  the  population  through  management  actions.  Habituated  grizzly  bears  are  also 
more  vulnerable  to  illegal  killing  because  of  their  increased  exposure  to  people.  In  the 
Yellowstone  region,  humans  killed  habituated  grizzly  bears  over  three  times  as  often  as  non- 
habituated  grizzly  bears  (Mattson  et  al.  1992).  Recent  information  indicates  that  the  majority  of 
NCDE  grizzly  bear  mortalities  occur  on  roaded,  rural  private  lands,  such  as  those  traversed  by 
this  project,  as  opposed  to  multiple-use  pubhc  lands  or  wildemess  areas  (Servheen,  unpublished, 
2004a). 

Some  grizzly  bears,  particularly  subadults,  readily  habituate  to  humans  and  consequently  suffer 
increased  mortality  risk.  However,  many  grizzly  bears  under-use  or  avoid  otherwise  preferred 
habitats  that  are  frequented  by  people.  Such  under-use  of  preferred  habitat  represents 
modification  of  normal  grizzly  bear  behavior.  Negative  association  with  roads  arises  from  the 
grizzly  bears'  fear  of  vehicles,  vehicle  noise  and  other  human-related  noise  aroxrnd  roads,  human 
scent  along  roads,  and  hunting  and  shooting  along  or  from  roads.  Grizzly  bears  that  experience 
such  negative  consequences  learn  to  avoid  the  disturbance  and  annoyance  generated  by  roads. 
Even  occasional  human-related  vehicle  noise  can  result  in  annoying  grizzly  bears  to  the  extent 
that  they  continue  to  avoid  roads. 

All  factors  contributing  to  direct  links  between  roads  and  displacement  from  habitat  have  not 
been  quantified.  As  with  mortality  risk,  the  traffic  level  is  likely  an  important  factor  in  assessing 
the  potential  displacement  caused  by  any  road.  Research  indicates,  however,  that  grizzly  bears 
consistently  were  displaced  from  roads  and  habitat  surrounding  roads,  often  despite  relatively 
low  levels  of  human  use  (Mattson  et  al.  1987,  McLellan  and  Shackleton  1988,  Aune  and 
Kasworm  1989,  Kasworm  and  Manley  1990,  Mace  and  Manley  1993,  Mace  et  al.l996),  and 
despite  these  areas  containing  preferred  habitat  for  breeding,  feeding,  shelter  and  reproduction 
(Aune  and  Stivers  1982).  Mace  et  al.  (1996)  also  reported  that  as  traffic  levels  of  roads 
increased,  grizzly  bear  use  of  adjacent  habitat  decreased.  Many  studies  have  found  that  grizzly 
bears  generally  avoid  habitat  within  500  meters  of  roads  (Mattson  et  al.  1987,  Aune  and 
Kasworm  1989,  Kasworm  and  Manley  1990,  Mace  et  al.  1996,  Waller  and  Servheen  2005).  In 
Yellowstone  National  Park,  Mattson  et  al.  (1992)  reported  that  wary  grizzly  bears  avoided  areas 
within  two  kilometers  of  major  roads  and  four  Idlpmeters  of  major  developments  or  town  sites. 
Roads  in  low  elevation  habitats  may  result  in  avoidance  of  or  displacement  froni  important 
spring  seasonal  habitat  for  some  grizzly  bears  or  high  mortality  risk  for  those  individuals  that 
venture  into  and  attempt  to  exploit  resources  contained  in  these  low  elevation  areas  (Mace  et  al. 
1999). 
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IV.B.2.  Project  specific  effects  on  grizzly  bears 

Effects  of  the  proposed  action  on  grizzly  bears  include  an  increased  risk  of  human-bear  conflicts 
during  construction,  disturbance  of  foraging  habits  during  construction,  loss  of  habitat,  a 
potential  decrease  in  habitat  value  for  some  areas  adjacent  to  the  corridor,  a  period  of  continued 
mortality  on  the  roadway  until  bears  learn  to  use  the  new  crossing  structures,  and  an  impediment 
to  grizzly  bear  movement  through  the  corridor  for  some  individual  bears  (Herrera  2005). 

The  preferred  alternative  would  require  temporary  construction  staging  areas,  including  offices 
and  lodging,  which  may  attract  bears  if  food,  garbage,  and  other  attractants  are  not  properly 
stored.  Contractors  and  construction  crews  would  be  instructed  on  the  need  and  techniques  for 
proper  sanitation  in  grizzly  bear  habitat.  Adherence  to  these  instructions  would  serve  to 
minimize  human  -  grizzly  conflicts  within  construction  areas.  All  grizzly  bear  sightings  would 
be  reported  to  Tribal  Wildlife  Program  biologists  (Herrera  2005). 

Construction  activities  in  the  project  corridor  may  cause  grizzly  bears  to  avoid  foraging  habitats 
near  construction  sites.  The  proposed  project  would  also  result  in  the  loss  of  habitat  in  such 
areas  as  well.  Bears  are  most  likely  to  use  the  wildUfe  management  area  grasslands,  fruit  trees, 
and  some  wetlands  with  tuberous  vegetation.  Although  the  preliminary  preferred  alternative 
includes  an  additional  lane  for  passing  in  the  Ninepipe  segment,  construction  of  the  widened 
roadway  would  mostly  occur  within  the  existing  right-of-way,  and  few  new  areas  of  grasslands 
would  be  directly  affected.  However,  because  bears  generally  avoid  roadways,  a  greater  area  of 
habitat  would  be  reduced  in  value  with  the  operation  of  a  wider  road  surface.  But,  because  the 
habitat  in  the  project  corridor  does  not  represent  key  habitat  for  the  survival  of  bears  in  this  area 
and  its  use  is  highly  variable,  minor  loss  of,  or  disruption  of  grizzly  bear  access  to,  these  habitats 
is  expected  to  have  only  minor  effects  on  bears  (Herrera  2005). 

Large  amounts  of  fill  material  would  be  removed  below  the  long  elevated  bridge  structure  near 
Ninepipe  Reservoir  to  restore  and  reconnect  habitat.  This  would  require  extensive  hauling  to 
dispose  of  the  excavated  material.  Disposal  locations  have  not  yet  been  identified.  As  long  as 
disposal  sites  are  not  in  ornear  habitats  frequented  by.bears  (i.e.,  apple  orchards,  riparian 
corridors,  or  the  Ninepipe  National  Wildlife  Refuge),  activities  at  these  material  disposal  sites 
would  not  have  a  substantial  effect  on  bears  (Herrera  2005). 

Under  existing  conditions,  bears  must  cross  over  the  surface  of  U.S.  Highway  93  to  access 
habitats  on  the  west  side  of  the  corridor.  Some  bears  appear  to  regularly  cross  the  corridor  in  the 
Ninepipe  area.  Direct  effects  of  roadway  projects  usually  include  a  contribution  to  the 
impediment  of  wildlife  movement  through  the  road  corridor  and  increased  risk  of  mortality  from 
vehicle  collisions.  The  proposed  action  includes  several  wildlife  crossing  structures  aimed  at 
reducing  fragmentation  of  habitats  in  the  project  area,  facilitating  wildlife  through  the  corridor, 
and  reducing  wildlife  mortality  from  vehicle  collision.  The  effectiveness  of  these  structures  in 
reducing  or  preventing  grizzly  bears  from  being  struck  by  vehicles  and  providing  grizzly  bears 
access  to  habitats  on  the  other  side  of  the  highway  is  unknown.  The  effectiveness  of  wildlife 
crossing  structures  constructed  in  other  areas  has  been  variable  (Herrera  2005). 
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The  proposed  project  does  not  include  wildlife  fencing  in  the  Ninepipe  segment  that  could  have 
helped  reduce  wildlife  crossings  over  the  roadway  by  fimneling  wildlife  toward  the  passage 
structures.  So,  bears  would  not  be  precluded  ftom  crossing  the  roadway  under  this  proposal. 
Therefore,  at  least  in  the  near-term  as  bears  learn  to  use  the  passage  areas,  the  level  of  mortality 
risk  from  vehicle  collisions  may  not  change.  However,  as  traffic  levels  in  the  corridor  increase, 
the  barrier  effect  of  the  road  is  likely  to  increase,  deterring  more  individuals  from  attempting  to' 
cross  over  the  road  and  further  disrupting  movement  patterns  (Herrera  2005). 

Indirect  effects  may  result  from  operation  of  the  proposed  project  or  future  activities  related  to 
the  project,  such  as  induced  land  use  changes  or  growth  or  increased  traffic.  The  proposed 
project  may  influence  whore  development  takes  place  because  access  to  the  highway  would  be 
improved  at  a  few  key  intersections.  However,  the  proposed  project  is  not  expected  to  increase 
the  rate  of  development  in  the  corridor.  One  exception  may  be  tiie  urban  portion  of  the  project, 
which  would  constinict  a  southbound  couplet  on  1^  Avenue  SW  in  Ronan.  The  preliminary 
preferred  alternative  would  Hkely  induce  commercial  development  along  the  southbound 
couplet.  But  because  the  area  along  the  couplet  is  akeady  developed,  no  effects  to  grizzly  bears 
are  expected  in  that  area  (Herrera  2005). 

Interrelated  actions  for  the  proposed  project  include  development  and  use  of  material  source 
sites.  Development  of  material  source  sites  would  likely  occur  as  near  the  project  corridor  as 
feasible.  If  such  sites  were  developed  near  riparian  corridors  or  lands  managed  for  wildlife, 
grizzly  bear  access  to.  habitats  in  the  valley  could  be  disrupted  (Herrera  2005). 

V.  Cumulative  effects 

Cumulative  effects  include  the  effects  of  future  State,  Tribal,  local,  or  private  actions  that  are 
reasonably  certain  to  occur  in  the  action  area  considered  in  this  biological  opinion.  Future 
Federal  actions  tiiat  are  imrelated  to  the  proposed  action  are  not  considered  in  this  section 
because  they  will  require  separate  consultation  pursuant  to  section  7  of  the  Act. 

Current  population  growtii  and  development  patterns  in  the  project  area  render  it  likely  that 
future  residential  and  commercial  development  would  occur  within  this  improved  transportation 
corridor  (e.g.,  a  new,  privately  developed  motel  and  restaurant  are  planned  in  Ronan).  It  is 
expected  that  future  development  would  not  directly  impact  bull  frout  habitat,  although  wetiands 
and  riparian  areas  may  be  affected.  Indirect  effects  on  bull  trout  could  result  from  runoff 
generated  by  new  impervious  surface  areas  that  is  not  adequately  detamed  and  treated  prior  to 
discharge.  The  completion  of  a  programmatic  assessment  of  the  Flathead  Agency  Irrigation 
District,  which  operates  numerous  reservoirs,  sfream  diversions,  and  irrigation  canals  throughout 
the  Flathead  Indian  Reservation,  would  likely  benefit  bull  trout  in  the  long-term  by  changing 
irrigation  maintenance  and  coordination  practices  to  reduce  fisheries  unpacts.  Recognizing  the 
high  probability  of  highway-induced  growth  and  development,  the  US  93  Evaro  to  Poison 
project  (of  which  this  Ninepipe  /  Ronan  project  is  a  part)  uicludes  guidelines  for  the  development 
of  a  corridor  land  use  plan.  Ultimately,  controlling  land  use  and  development  ia  the  corridor 
would  limit  potential  threats  to  listed  species  using  this  area  (Herrera  2005). 
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Potential  threats  to  grizzly  bears  fi:om  future  development  include  loss  of  vegetative  cover  within 
the  road  corridor,  along  travel  corridors  between  the  mountains  and  the  valley,  and  the  presence 
of  human  activity  near  crossing  structures.  Loss  of  cover  and  the  presence  of  humans  could 
deter  grizzly  bears  from  using  these  areas  or  cause  human/grizzly  conflicts.  Measures  such  as 
implementing  a  corridor  land  use  plan  and  limiting  development  adjacent  to  wildlife  crossing 
areas  would  minimize  these  potential  threats. 

In  addition  to  a  number  of  State  and  Federal  road  projects  soon  to  occur  in  the  area,  several 
Tribal  road  projects  are  also  being  proposed  throughout  the  project  vicinity.  Residential 
development  is  expected  to  continue  with  several  subdivisions  being  planned  in  this  area 
(Herrera2005). 

Many  of  these  projects  may  contribute  to  cumulative  downstream  sedimentation  in  project  area 
streams  during  construction.  The  proposed  action  along  the  US  93  Evaro  to  Poison  corridor 
would  rectify  some  impacts  on  streams  from  other  actions  by  replacing  or  adding  culverts  where 
they  are  currently  undersized  or  lacking,  by  replacing  some  culverts  with  bridges  or  larger 
culverts  to  improve  hydrologic  connectivity  in  the  system,  and  by  restoring  streams  in  the 
highway  right-of-way.  With  implementation  of  the  improved  structures,  the  cumulative  effect  of 
these  projects  on  fisheries  resources  may  be  reduced.  Similarly,  construction  of  Avildlife  crossing 
structures  as  proposed  for  the  US  93  Evaro  to  Poison  project  would  facilitate  wildlife  movement 
across  the  project  corridor  and  would  reduce  some  of  the  cumulative  effects  of  other  activities 
(Herrera2005). 

The  CSKT  Kerr  Dam  Fish  and  Wildlife  Mitigation  settlement  with  PPL  Montana  is  a  mitigation 
plan  and  monetary  settlemeoit  aimed  at  initigatiog  the  iinpa^^^ 

from  1985  to  2035.  The  settlement  includes  acquisition  of  approximately  1,375  hectares 
wildhfe  habitat,  much  of  it  surrounding  the  Ninepipe  National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  Kicking 
Horse  Reservoir.  These  lands  would  then  be  restored  and  enhanced  for  wildhfei  production.  A 
key  component  of  the  mitigation  work  would  be  to  acquire  habitatsihat  are  adjaeeait  to  or^^^ 
complement  those  owned  by  MFWP  and  the  USFWS.  Such  areas  provide  foraging  habitat  for 
grizzly  bears.  The  greatest  benefit  from  this  habitat  protection  project  for  bull  trout  would  occur 
if  lands  in  the  Post  Creek  riparian  corridor  were  preserved  (Herrera  2005). 

VI.  Conclusion 

The  implementing  regulations  for  section  7  (50  CFR  402)  define  "jeopardize  the  continued 
existence  of  as  "to  engage  in  an  action  that  reasonably  would  be  expected,  directly  or  indirectly, 
to  reduce  appreciably  the  likelihood  of  both  the  survival  and  recovery  of  a  listed  species  in  the 
wild  by  reducing  the  reproduction,  numbers,  or  distribution  of  that  species." 

VI.A,  Jeopardy  analysis  for  bull  trout 

After  reviewing  the  current  status  of  the  Columbia  Basin  DPS  of  bull  trout,  the  environmental 
baseline  for  the  action  area,  the  effects  of  the  highway  reconstruction  and  bridge  replacement 
activities  associated  with  the  proposed  US  93  Ninepipe  /  Ronan  project  in  Lake  County, 
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Montana,  and  the  cumulative  effects,  it  is  the  Service's  biological  opinion  that  this  project,  as 
proposed,  would  not  be  Ukely  to  jeopardize  the  contmued  existence  of  the  Columbia  Basin  DPS 
of  buU  trout,  nor  any  recovery  subunit  thereof.  No  critical  habitat  has  beea  designated  for  bull 
trout  in  the  vicinity  of  this  project,  therefore  none  would  be  affected.  The  Service's  rationale  for 
this  conclusion  includes,  but  is  not  limited  to,  the  following  factors: 

•  The  Clark  Fork  River  recovery  unit  consists  of  major  river  drainages,  including  the 
Blackfoot,  Clark  Fork,  Swan,  Flathead,  and  Bitterroot  Rivers. 

•  Bull  trout  populations  are  considered  strong  in  Rock  Creek  of  the  upper  Clark  Fork  River 
and  in  the  South  Fork  Flathead,  Blackfoot,  and  Swan  Rivers. 

•  Trends  in  abundance  ofbull  trout  are  stable  in  the  South  Fork  Flathead  River  and 
increasing  in  the  Blackfoot  and  Swan  Rivers. 

•  Although  the  lower  Clark  Fork  recovery  subunit  contains  several  hundred  miles  of 
potentially  occupied  bull  trout  habitat,  this  represents  only  a  relatively  minor  portion  of 
the  approximately  8,000  miles  of  such  habitat  within  the  Clark  Fork  watershed, 
accounting  for  only  a  fraction  of  the  total  bull  trout  abundance,  reproduction,  and 
distribution  in  the  Clark  Fork  River  recovery  unit. 

•  Although  there  would  be  a  very  sUght  possibility  that  some  mortality  ofbull  trout  may 
occur  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  the  proposed  action,  implementation  would  not  be 
anticipated  to  reduce  the  reproduction,  numbers,  or  distribution  ofbull  trout  within  the 
action  area  to  the  degree  that  the  likelihood  of  the  lower  Clark  Fork  recovery  subunit's 
survival  or  recovery  would  be  appreciably  reduced. 

•  The  Clark  Fork  River  watershed  is  only  one  of  at  least  20  major  watersheds  forming  the 
Columbia  River  basin  DPS,  although  it  is  amongst  the  largest. 

•  This  demonstrates  the  small  fraction  ofbull  trout  abundance,  reproduction,  and 
distribution  of  the  Columbia  River  basm  bull  trout  DPS  represented  by  this  subpopulation 
and  that  the  probability  of  persistence  ofbull  trout  in  the  Columbia  River  basm  bull  trout 
DPS  would  not  be  significantly  reduced  by  unplementation  of  this  project. 

•  The  proposed  action  has  a  low  risk  ofbull  front  mortality  as  few  bull  front  have  been 
documented  in  the  project  area.  Implementation  is  not  anticipated  to  reduce  the 
reproduction,  numbers,  or  distribution  ofbull  frout  within  the  action  area  to  the  degree 
that  the  Ukelihood  of  the  subpopulation' s  survival  or  recovery  m  the  lower  Flathead  River 
core  area  is  appreciably  reduced. 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  action  is  not  likely  to  reduce  appreciably  the  likelihood  of 
survival  or  recovery  ofbull  frout  in  the  action  area  or  any  of  the  local  populations  m  the  lower 
Flathead  River  core  area.  Therefore,  based  on  the  magnitude  of  the  project  effects  in  relation  to 
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the  listed  DPS  at  the  Columbia  River  basin  scale,  the  proposed  action  is  not  likely  to  jeopardize 
the  Columbia  River  basin  bull  trout  DP  S . 

VI.B.  Jeopardy  analysis  for  grizzly  bears 

After  reviewing  the  current  status  of  grizzly  bears,  the  environmental  baseline  for  the  action  area, 
the  effects  of  the  highway  reconstruction  and  bridge  replacement  activities  associated  with  the 
proposed  US  93  Ninepipe  /  Ronan  project  in  Lake  County,  Montana,  and  the  cumulative  effects, 
it  is  the  Servicers  biological  opinion  that  this  project,  as  proposed,  is  not  likely  to  jeopardize  the 
continued  existence  of  the  NCDE  grizzly  bear  population.  No  critical  habitat  has  been 
designated  for  this  species,  therefore  none  would  be  affected.  Our  rationale  for  this  non-jeopardy 
conclusion  is  summarized  in,  but  not  limited  to,  the  following  factors: 

•  Although  not  statistically  vaUdated,  there  is  information  that  suggests  the  grizzly  bear 
population  in  the  NCDE  is  expanding.  Location  data  documents  a  relatively  recent  (five 
to  ten  years)  expansion  of  grizzly  bears  outside  the  recovery  zone  boundaries  to  the  east, 
south  and  west  of  the  NCDE.  Due  to  the  broad  distribution  of  grizzly  bear  locations  and 
known  grizzly  bear  distribution  within  the  recovery  zone,  this  expansion  is  likely  due  to 
increased  grizzly  bear  numbers  in  several  areas  of  the  recovery  zone. 

•  Recent  survey  work  in  the  northern  one-third  of  the  NCDE  (including  Glacier  National 
Park,  adjacent  national  forest  lands  and  a  portion  of  the  Blackfeet  Indian  Reservation) 
suggests  that  the  minimum  unduplicated  females  with  cubs  population  parameter  as 
currently  employed  conservatively  underestimates  the  total  number  of  grizzly  bears  in 
this  ecosystem.  The  USGS  conducted  a  DNA-based  mark-recapture  study  in  the  greater 
Glacier  area  from  1998  through  2000.   Preliminary,  provisional  population  estimates 
suggested  381  grizzly  bears  in  1 998,  and  273  in  2000  for  tiie  northem  one-third  of  the 
NCDE  alone. 

•  Recent  information  indicates  that  the  majority  of  human-caused  mortalities  in  the  NCDE 
continue  to  be  management  removal  of  habituated  nuisance  bears,  collision  with  trains, 
and  illegal  killings.  Vehicle  collisions  comprise  a  relatively  small  percentage  of  grizzly 
bear  mortalities  in  the  NCDE. 

•  There  are  several  measures  included  in  the  proposed  action  that  would  minimize  impacts 
to  grizzly  bears  (see  the  Description  of  proposed  action  section). 

Our  conclusion  that  the  proposed  action  is  not  likely  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  the 
NCDE  grizzly  bear  population  is  based  primarily  on  information  presented  in  the  BA  (Herrera 
2005)  and  BA  addendum  (MDT  2005)  prepared  for  the  proposed  US  93  Ninepipe  /  Ronan 
project,  information  in  our  files,  and  informal  discussions  between  the  Service  and  biologists  and 
other  personnel  firom  other  agencies  and  groups. 
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INCIBENTAL  TAKE  STATEMENT 

Section  9  of  the  Act  and  Federal  regulation  pursuant  to  section  4(d)  of  the  Act  prohibit  the  take 
of  endangered  and  threatened  species,  respectively,  without  special  exemption.  Take  is  defined 
as  to  harass,  harm,  pursue,  hunt,  shoot,  wound,  kill,  trap,  capture  or  collect,  or  to  attempt  to 
engage  in  any  such  conduct  Harm  is  fijxther  defined  by  the  Service  to  include  significant  habitat 
modification  or  degradation  that  results  in  death  pr  injury  to  listed  species  by  significantly 
impairing  essential  behavioral  pattems,  including  breeding,  feeding,  or  sheltering.  Harass  is 
defined  by  the  Service  as  an  intentional  or  negligent  act  or  omission  that  creates  the  likelihood  of 
injury  to  listed  wildlife  by  annoying  it  to  such  an  extent  as  to  significantly  disrupt  normal 
behavior  patterns  which  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  breeding,  feeding  or  sheltering. 
Incidental  take  is  defined  as  take  that  is  incidental  to,  and  not  the  purpose  of,  the  carrying  out  of 
an  otherwise  lawful  activity.  Under  the  terms  of  section  7(b)(4)  and  section  7(o)(2),  taking  that 
is  incidental  to  and  not  intended  as  part  of  the  agency  action  is  not  considered  to  be  prohibited 
taking  under  the  Act  provided  that  such  taking  is  in  compliance  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
this  Incidental  Take  Statement. 

The  measures  described  below  are  non-discretionary,  and  must  be  undertaken  by  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration  and  their  designated  non-Federal  representative  (Montana  Department 
of  Transportation)  so  that  they  become  binding  conditions  of  any  grant,  permit  or  contract  issued 
to  the  construction  contractors  who  are  selected  to  construct  the  bridge  associated  with  tMs 
project,  as  appropriate,  for  the  exemption  in  section  7(o)(2)  to  apply.  The  Administration  has  a 
continuing  duty  to  regulate  the  activity  covered  by  this  Incidental  Take  Statement.  If  the 
Administration:  (1)  fails  to  assume  and  implement  the  terms  and  conditions;  or  (2)  fails  to 
require  the  chosen  construction  contractors  to  adhere  to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
Incidental  Take  Statement  through  enforceable  terms  that  are  added  to  the  permit,  grant  or 
contract  document,  the  protective  coverage  of  section  7(o)(2)  may  lapse.  In  order  to  monitor  the 
impact  of  incidental  take,  the  Administration  must  report  the  progress  of  the  action  and  its  impact 
on  the  species  to  the  Service  as  specified  in  the  Incidental  Take  Statement  [50  CFR  402.14(i)(3)]. 

Amount  or  extent  of  take  anticipated 

Bulltrout:  The  Service  expects  some  level  of  adverse  effects  to  bull  trout  associated  with 
implementation  of  the  US  93  Ninepipe  /  Ronan  project.  However,  we  do  not  anticipate  that 
project  effects  would  rise  to  the  level  of  incidental  take.  Therefore,  no  take  is  exempted.  Data 
related  to  bull  trout  use  of  the  project  area  are  lacking,  but  the  best  information  available 
indicates  that  bull  trout  occurrence  in  the  project  area  is  rare.  Small  amounts  of  potential  nodal 
habitat  near  the  Post  Creek  bridge  would  be  impacted  for  a  relatively  short  period  of  time,  but  the 
portions  of  Post  Creek  that  more  commonly  support  bull  trout  are  upstream  firom  the  project  area 
and  would  be  unaffected  by  the  proposed  project  activities.  The  US  93  Niaepipe  /  Ronan  project 
may  adversely  affect  infirequent  bull  trout  use  of  small  amounts  of  potential  habitat.  However, 
these  modifications  to  bull  trout  habitat  within  the  action  area  are  not  likely  to  significantly 
disrupt  normal  behavior  patterns,  including  breeding,  feeding  or  sheltering  to  levels  resulting  hi 
injury  to  bull  trout. 
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Grizzly  bear:  Roads  affect  wildlife  at  both  the  individual  and  population  levels,  especially  for 
rare  species  like  grizzly  bears  with  large  home  ranges  that  include  many  roads.  Individuals  are 
affected  through  traffic  mortality,  and  also  by  the  behavioral  or  physical  barrier  presented  by  the 
road.  Local  effects  occur  through  reductions  in  the  local  population  size  because  of  traffic 
mortality,  aad  also  through  reduced  landscape  connectivity  because  of  the  barrier  effect  of  the 
road.  Ultimately,  regional  effects  may  then  occur  in  the  form  of  reduced  regional  population  size 
and  persistence  resulting  from  this  combination  of  mortality  and  reduced  connectivity.  However, 
it  is  difficult  to  differentiate  between  the  effects  of  increased  mortality  and  the  effects  of 
decreased  landscape  connectivity  on  the  regional  population  scale  (Forman  et  al  2003).  The 
effects  at  the  population  level  may  not  be  as  apparent,  at  least  not  for  several  generations.  This  is 
especially  true  for  carnivore  species,  as  a  result  of  their  long  life  spans  that  allow  individuals  to 
exist  for  some  time  without  persisting  as  a  population  (Evink  et  al.  1998). 

Individual  animals  react  differently  to  roads.  Dispersing  individuals  (most  often  males)  may 
travel  hundreds  of  miles  and  obviously  cross  major  highways  when  doing  so.  Many  have  huge 
home  ranges  that  include  a  network  of  roads,  including  highways.  These  ranges  are  traversed  on 
a  regular  basis  and  would  include  females  with  young.  Roads  may  act  as  a  more  complete 
deterrent  to  crossing  for  females  and  young,  and  a  partial  obstacle  for  solitary  males. 

In  addition  to  the  need  to  access  habitat  requirements,  an  animal's  individual  behavior  also  plays 
an  important  role  in  wildlife  crossings  of  roads.  Little  is  known  about  the  movement  behavior  of 
animals  crossing  roads.  However,  the  few  studies  carried  out  so  far  indicate  varied  responses 
between  species  and  between  individuals  of  the  same  species.  Response  to  traffic  volumes,  road 
surface  composition,  use  of  highway  crossing  structures,  and  types  of  terrain  used  for  crossing 
sites  all  varied  amongst  and  between  the  mid  to  large-sized  carnivore  species  studied  (Forman  et 
al.2003). 

As  previously  stated,  there  were  twelve  known  grizzly  bear  fatalities  caused  by  colHsions  with 
vehicles  on  roads  within  the  NCDE  between  2000  and  2004,  although  it  is  likely  that  other  lethal 
or  non-lethal  collisions  have  occurred  between  grizzly  bears  and  highway  vehicles.  Three 
grizzly  bears  have  been  hit  by  cars  and  confirmed  as  killed  on  U.S.  Highway  93  within  the  limits 
of  this  proposed  project  since  1998;  a  female  in  1998  near  Ninepipe  Reservoir,  a  female  in  2001 
near  Post  Creek,  and  another  female  in  2002  near  Post  Creek.  Other  grizzly  bear  road  kills  have 
been  reported  in  this  area  as  well,  but  could  not  be  verified.  The  nimiber  of  individual  grizzly 
bears  affected  by  the  proposed  improvements  to  a  segment  U.S.  Highway  93  is  likely  relatively 
low;  however,  these  effects  are  still  considered  a  taking  even  if  only  one  grizzly  bear  is  involved. 
The  Service  considers  that  road  killed  grizzly  bears  are  a  result  of,  but  not  the  purpose  of,  the 
existence  and  operation  of  highways.  Such  takings  are,  therefore,  considered  incidental  to  the 
highway's  existence  and  operation. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  Service  that  the  current  level  of  incidental  take  associated  with  the 
existing  highway,  based  on  known  lethal  collisions,  is  not  at  a  level  that  is  likely  to  jeopardize 
the  continued  existence  of  the  Northern  Continental  Divide  population  of  grizzly  bears.  This  is 
based,  in  part,  on  the  fact  that  many  measured  population  parameters  have  met  established 
recovery  plan  levels,  although  the  recovery  plan  threshold  for  overall  mortality,  as  well  as  female 
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grizzly  mortality,  have  been  exceeded  in  recent  years.  However,  recent  information  indicates 
that  the  majority  of  human-caused  mortalities  in  the  NCDE  continue  to  be  maaagement  removal 
of  habituated  nuisance  bears,  collision  with  trains,  and  illegal  killings.  Vehicle  colHsions 
comprise  a  relatively  small  percentage  of  grizzly  bear  mortalities  in  the  NCDE. 

As  described  earlier,  the  US  93  Ninepipe  /  Ronan  project  is  located  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
larger  US  93  Evaro  to  Poison  project  On  October  19, 2001,  the  Service  issued  its  biological 
opinion  and  incidental  take  statement  for  the  US  93  Evaro  to  Poison  project.  The  grizzly  bear 
incidental  take  statement  for  that  project  was  written  such  that  it  encompassed  the  entire  U.S. 
Highway  93  corridor  from  Evaro  to  Poison,  including  the  Ninepipe  SEIS  area.  Therefore, 
incidental  take  has  akeady  been  exempted  for  the  US  93  Ninepipe  /  Ronan  project  and  no' 
additional  take  need  be  exempted  in  this  mcidental  take  statement.  The  amount  of  incidental 
take  of  grizzly  bears  anticipated  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  this  project  is  included  in  the 
October  1 9, 2001  incidental  take  statanent  for  the  entire  corridor.  That  take  statement  remains 
current  and  valid  for  this  project  as  well. 

The  October  19, 2001  incidental  take  statement  for  the  entire  US  93  Evaro  to  Poison  corridor 
that  iacludes  the  Ninepipe  /  Ronan  segment  states,  in  part:  The  Service  anticipates  that  the  direct 
and  indirect  effects  of  implementing  the  proposed  highway  improvements  could  result  in 
increases  in  tiraffic  volume  and  speed  in  Ms  highway  corridor,  which  in  turn  could  add  to  the 
existing  level  of  incidental  take.  This  "take"  may  be  in  the  form  of  lethal  coUisions  or  non-lethal 
collisions  resulting  in  harm  to  grizzly  bears.  However,  tiie  Service  also  anticipates  that 
constiiiction  of  the  wildlife  crossing  structures  and  implementation  of  the  conservation  measures 
proposed  as  part  of  this  project  will  attenuate  the  effects  of  the  increases  in  highway  tirafSc 
volume  and  speed.  Therefore,  the  Service  anticipates  that  fiiture  levels  of  incidental  take 
associated  with  tiiis  segment  of  U.S.  Highway  93  will  not  exceed  those  that  currently  exist. 
Thus,  the  anticipated  level  of  incidental  take  associated  with  the  existence  and  operation  of  the 
reconstructed  segment  of  U.S.  Highway  93  from  Evaro  to.Polson,  Montana  is  two  grizzly  bears 
during  any  ten-year  period  in  tiie  friture.  The  incidental  take  level  will  be  calculated  beginning  in 
2002  and  move  forward  into  the  ftiture.  Therefore,  should  more  tiian  two  grizzly  bears  be  taken 
mcidentally  to  the  operation  of  this  segment  of  hi^way  during  any  ten-year  period  in  the  future 
(2002  tiirough  2011, 2003  through  2012,  etc.),  the  Administration  must  reinitiate  formal 
consultation  with  the  Service  immediately. 

At  the  present  time,  one  grizzly  bear  has  been  taken  incidentally  to  the  opera,tiQn  of  this  segment 
of  highway  since  the  US  93  Evaro  to  Poison  consultation  was  concluded  (the  female  grizzly 
killed  on  the  highway  near  Post  Creek  during  2002).  Should  one  more  grizzly  bear  be  killed  in 
association  witii  tiie  existence  and  operation  of  this  stretch  of  highway  by  the  end  of  201 1,  the 
level  of  incidental  take  anticipated  for  this  project  will  have  been  reached,  but  not  exceeded.  In 
that  case,  or  any  similar  instance  in  the  future  where  tiie  level  of  incidental  take  is  reached  but 
not  exceeded,  the  Administration  should  informally  consult  with  the  Service  regarding  tiie 
adequacy  of  existing  mechanisms  to  minimize  potential  take. 
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Effect  of  the  take 

Bull  trout:  In  the  accompanying  biological  opinion,  the  Service  determined  the  anticipated  level 
of  adverse  impacts  from  this  project  would  not  substantially  reduce  the  potential  for  persistence 
or  recovery  of  the  lower  Clark  Fork  River  Recovery  Subunit  encompassing  the  action  area,  and 
thus  would  not  be  likely  to  result  in  jeopardy  to  the  Columbia  Basin  DPS  of  bull  trout.  The 
Administration  and  the  Department  are  implementing  many  measures  which  would  sufficiently 
minimize  impacts  to  bull  trout  (see  the  Description  of  proposed  action  section). 

Grizzly  bear:  In  the  accompanying  biological  opinion,  the  Service  has  determmed  that  this 
level  of  anticipated  take  is  not  likely  to  result  in  jeopardy  to  the  grizzly  bear  population  within 
the  NCDE  recovery  zone.  Critical  habitat  has  not  been  designated  for  the  grizzly  bear;  therefore, 
none  would  be  affected.  There  are  several  measures  included  in  the  proposed  action  that  would 
minimize  impacts  to  grizzly  bears  (see  the  Description  of  proposed  action  section). 

Reasonable  and  prudent  measures 

Incidental  take  statements  typically  provide  reasonable  and  prudent  measures  which  are  expected 
to  reduce  the  amount  of  incidental  take.  Reasonable  and  prudent  measures  are  those  measures 
necessary  and  appropriate  to  minimize  the  incidental  take  resulting  from  the  proposed  action. 
These  reasonable  and  prudent  measures  are  non-discretionary  and  must  be  implemented  by  the 
Administration  in  order  for  the  exemption  in  section  7(o)(2)  to  apply. 

The  Service  believes  the  following  reasonable  and  prudent  measures  are  necessary  and 
appropriate  to  minimize  impacts  of  incidental  take  of  listed  species. 

Bull  trout:  Because  the  Service  does  not  anticipate  that  project  related  adverse  effects  would 
rise  to  the  level  of  incidental  take  of  bull  trout,  no  reasonable  and  prudent  measures  to  minimize 
incidental  take  are  required  for  bull  trout. 

Grizzly  bear:  The  following  measures  are  nearly  identical  to  those  provided  in  the  incidental 
take  statement  for  the  US  93  Evaro  to  Poison  project  issued  by  the  Service  on  October  1 9, 2001 . 
No  additional  measures  have  been  required  of  the  Administration  or  Department  above  what  had 
been  previously  required. 

1 .  The  Administration  and  Department  shall  identify  and  implement  means  to  reduce  the 
potential  for  incidental  take  of  grizzly  bears  from  direct  mortality  as  a  result  of  high 
traffic  levels  present  on  U.S.  Highway  93,  and  from  habitat  fragmentation  and 
displacement  for  these  species  as  a  result  of  project-related  increases  in  highway  width 
and  increases  in  traffic  volume  and  speed. 

2.  The  Administration  and  the  Department  shall  monitor  reconstruction  of  the  highway,  as 
well  as  the  construction  of  wildlife  crossing  structures,  to  ensure  that  these  activities  and 
structures  comply  with  the  Re-evaluation  of  the  Final  Environmental  hnpact  Statement, 
BA,  BA  Supplement,  Memorandum  of  Agreement,  and  biological  opinion  for  the  US  93 
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Evaio  to  Poison  project,  and  the  BA,  BA  addendum,  and  SEIS  for  the  US  93  Ninepipe  / 
Ronan  project  The  Administration  and  the  Department  shall  also  implement  the 
reporting  requirements  as  described  in  the  terms  and  conditions  below. 

Terms  and  conditions 

In  order  to  be  exempt  from  the  prohibitions  of  section  9  of  the  Act,  incidental  take  statements 
typically  provide  terms  and  conditions  which  implement  the  reasonable  and  prudent  measures 
and  outline  reporting  and  monitoring  requirements.  These  terms  and  conditions  are  non- 
discretionary. 

Bull  trout:  Because  the  Service  does  not  anticipate  that  project  related  adverse  effects  would 
rise  to  the  level  of  uicidental  take  of  bull  trout,  and  no  reasonable  and  prudent  measures  to 
minimize  incidental  take  are  required,  it  follow;s  that  no  terms  and  conditions  implementmg  such 
measures  would  be  required  for  bull  trout. 

Grizzly  bear:  To  fulfill  reasonable  and  prudent  measure  #1,  the  following  terms  and  conditions 
shall  be  implemented: 

a)  The  wildUfe  crossing  structures  for  this  project  shall  be  constructed  as  proposed  and  shall 
include  implementation  of  all  of  the  conservation  measures  described  in  this  project's  BA 
and  SEIS. 

To  fulfill  reasonable  and  prudent  measure  #2,  the  following  terms  and  conditions  shall  be 
implemented: 

a)  A  monitoring  plan  shall  be  hnplemented,  such  as  or  similar  to  the  August  2001  draft  "US 
93  Evaro  to  Poison  Wildlife  Crossing  Structures  Evaluation"  proposed  by  the  Western 
Transportation  Institute  in  conjunction  with  the  CSKT  and  the  Department,  The 
evaluation  program  miplemented  shall  include  monitoring  of  wildhfe  crossings  of  the 
U.S.  Highway  93  corridor  before,  during,  and  after  construction  of  this  project  and  shall 
be  used  to  guide  and  adapt  the  design,  maintenance,  and  potential  modification  of  the 
crossing  structures  and  fencing  constructed  during  this  project  and  in  the  future. 

b)  Upon  locating  a  dead,  injured  or  sick  bull  trout  or  grizzly  bear,  notification  must  be  made 
within  24  hours  to  the  Service's  MontanaField  Office  at  (406)449-5225,  or  the  Tribal 
Fish,  Wildlife,  Recreation  and  Conservation  Office  at  (406)675-2700.  Record 
information  relative  to  the  date,  time  and  location  of  dead  or  mjured  Hsted  species  when 
found,  and  if  possible,  the  cause  of  injury  or  death  of  each  animal  and  provide  this 
information  to  the  Service. 

The  reasonable  and  prudent  measures,  with  their  implementing  terms  and  conditions,  are 
designed  to  minimize  the  impact  of  incidental  take  liiat  might  otherwise  result  from  dkect  and 
indirect  effects  associated  with  improvements  made  to  the  U.S.  Highway  93  corridor.  With 
hnplementation  of  these  measures,  we  expect  that  take  of  grizzly  bears  is  not  expected  to  exceed 
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the  anticipated  levels  discussed.  If  the  terms  and  conditions  outlined  above  are  not  adhered  to, 
the  level  of  incidental  take  anticipated  in  this  biological  opinion  may  be  exceeded.  Such 
incidental  take  represents  new  information  requiring  reinitiation  of  consultation  and  review  of 
the  reasonable  and  prudent  measures  provided.  The  Administration  nrast  immediatdy  provide 
an  explanation  of  the  causes  of  the  taking  and  review  with  the  Service  the  need  for  possible 
modification  of  the  reasonable  and  prudent  measures. 

CONSERVATION  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Section  7(a)(1)  of  the  Act  directs  Federal  agencies  to  utilize  their  authorities  to  further  the 
purposes  of  the  Act  by  carrying  out  conservation  programs  for  the  benefit  of  endangered  and 
threatened  species.  Conservation  recommendations  are  discretionary  agency  activities  to 
minimize  or  avoid  adverse  effects  of  a  proposed  action  on  listed  species  or  critical  habitat,  to 
help  implement  recovery  plans,  or  to  develop  information. 

1.  To  assist  in  meeting  the  Administration's  responsibilities  under  Section  7(a)(1)  of  the 
Act,  and  to  utilize  authorities  granted  within  the  recent  transportation  funding  laws,  the 
Service  strongly  recommends  that  the  Administration  and  the  Department  work 
proactively  with  the  Service,  MF WP,  CSKT,  and  others  to  identify  and  remedy  impacts 
to  salmonids,  including  bull  trout,  within  the  lower  Clark  Fork  River  recovery  subunit 
that  are  the  result  of  transportation  systems.  Within  this  area,  many  rivers  were 
channelized  during  road  and  railroad  constraction,  resulting  in  shortening  of  stream 
channels,  increased  erosion,  higher  water  velocities,  and  loss  of  fish  habitat.  In  addition, 
there  is  a  risk  of  future  toxic  spills  occurring  and  materials  entering  these  rivers.  Nearly 
184  miles  of  14  streams  are  reported  to  suffer  water  quality  impairment  within  this  area 
because  of  highway,  road,  and  bridge  development 

2.  The  Service  reconmiends  the  Administration  and  the  Department  explore  potential 
opportunities  to  utilize  their  expertise  and  authorities  to  promote  iimovative  and  non- 
traditional  fisheries  enhancement  projects  within  the  lower  Flathead  River  system  by 
partnering  in  some  manner  with  other  agencies  or  groups  to  share  knowledge  and 
resources  to  restore  or  enhance  fisheries  habitat  within  the  lower  Flathead  watershed  that 
has  been  degraded  by  activities  other  than  those  related  to  transportation.  The  draft  Bull 
Trout  Recovery  Plan  recommends  many  recovery  tasks  that  need  to  be  accomplished  to 
protect,  restore,  and  maintain  suitable  habitat  conditions  for  bull  trout  in  this  area.  These 
tasks  pertain  to  transportation  and  non-transportation  related  impacts  to  bull  trout  habitat 
(USDI  2002b). 

3.  The  Service  recommends  the  Administration  and  the  Department  actively  participate  in 
the  Interagency  Grizzly  Bear  Conomittee's  task  force  concerning  highways  to  address 
long-term  planning  and  project  design  of  highway  reconstruction  projects.  This 
interagency  group  hopes  to  develop  and  recommend  best  management  practices  that 
address  key  areas  of  grizzly  bear  linkage  zone  management  that  pertain  to  highway 
issues.  These  linkage  zone  management  tools  would  also  benefit  many  other  species  of 
wildlife. 
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4.    The  Service  urges  and  recommends  that  the  Administration  and  the  Department  continue 
and  expand  their  efforts  to  fund  appHcable  and  needed  wildlife  and  fisheries  research  in 
Montana  that  is  directed  toward  better  understanding  how  transportation  systems  affect 
these  resources,  particularly  Usted  species,  and  how  to  plan,  design,  and  construct 
highway  systems  to  minimize  their  effects  on  fish  and  wildlife. 

In  order  for  the  Service  to  be  kept  informed  of  actions  minimizing  or  avoiding  adverse  effects  or 
benefiting  listed  species  or  their  habitats,  the  Service  requests  notification  of  the  implementation 
of  any  conservation  recommendations. 

REINITIATION  NOTIGE 

This  concludes  formal  consultation  on  the  actions  outlinedin  the  request.  As  provided  in  50 
CFR  402.16,  reinitiation  of  formal  consultation  is  required  where  discretionary  Federal  agency 
iavolvement  or  control  over  the  action  has  been  retained  (or  is  authorized  by  law)  and  if:  (1)  the 
amount  or  extent  of  incidental  take  is  exceeded;  (2)  new  information  reveals  effects  of  the 
agency  action  tiiat  may  affect  listed  species  or  critical  habitat  in  a  manner  or  to  an  extent  not 
considered  in  this  opinion;  (3)  the  agency  action  is  subsequently  modified  in  a  manner  tiiat 
causes  an  effect  to  the  Hsted  species  or  critical  habitat  not  considered  in  this  opinion;  or  (4)  a  new 
species  is  listed  or  critical  habitat  designated  that  may  be  affected  by  tiie  action.  In  ^stances 
where  the  amount  or  extent  of  incidental  take  is  exceeded,  any  operations  causing  such  take  must 
cease  pending  reinitiation. 


■^r^J  \LiI^ 


R.  Mark  Wilson 
Field  Supervisor 
Montana  Field  Office 


August  19.  2005 
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BIOLOGICAL  OPINION 

I.  Introduction 

This  document  represents  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  (Service,  USFWS)  biological 
opinion  based  on  our  review  of  the  proposed  US  93  Ninepipe  /  Ronan  Project  Biological 
Assessment  (BA).    This  biological  opinion  addresses  project  related  effects  to  the  designated 
critical  habitat  of  threatened  bull  trout  (Salvelinus  confluentus)  in  accordance  with  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  (Act)  of  1973  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1531  et  seq.). 

Section  7(b)(3)(A)  of  the  Act  requires  that  the  Secretary  of  Interior  issue  biological  opinions  on 
federal  agency  actions  that  may  affect  listed  species  or  critical  habitat.  Biological  opinions 
determine  if  the  action  proposed  by  the  action  agency  is  likely  to  jeopardize  the  continued 
existence  of  listed  species  or  destroy  or  adversely  modify  critical  habitat.  Section  7(b)(3)(A)  of 
the  Act  also  requires  the  Secretary  to  suggest  reasonable  and  prudent  alternatives  to  any  action 
that  is  found  likely  to  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  listed  species  or  result  in  an  adverse 
modification  of  critical  habitat,  if  any  has  been  designated. 

The  Service  defines  destruction  or  adverse  modification  as  "a  direct  or  indirect  alteration  that 
appreciably  diminishes  the  value  of  critical  habitat  for  both  the  survival  and  recovery  of  a  listed 
species.  Such  alterations  include,  but  not  limited  to,  alterations  adversely  modifying  any  of  those 
physical  or  biological  features  that  were  the  basis  for  determining  the  habitat  to  be  critical." 
However,  recent  decisions  by  the  5*  and  9^^  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  have  invalidated  this 
definition.  Pursuant  to  current  national  policy  and  the  statutory  provisions  of  the  Act,  destruction 
or  adverse  modification  is  determined  on  the  basis  of  whether,  with  implementation  of  the 
proposed  action,  the  affected  critical  habitat  would  remain  functional  (or  retain  the  current  ability 
for  the  primary  constituent  elements  to  be  functionally  established)  to  serve  the  intended 
conservation  role  for  the  species  (USFWS  2004a). 

This  biological  opinion  addresses  only  impacts  to  designated  bull  trout  critical  habitat  and  does 
not  address  the  overall  environmental  acceptability  of  the  proposed  action. 

II.  Description  of  proposed  action 

The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (Department)  and  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration  (Administration),  in  cooperation  with  the  Confederated  Salish  and  Kootenai 
Tribes  (CSKT),  are  proposing  to  reconstruct  approximately  18  kilometers  (km)  of  U.S.  Highway 
93  in  Lake  County,  Montana,  referred  to  as  the  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  project  (NH-F  5-1(9)6  F; 
Control  No.  B744).  The  project  lies  within  the  Flathead  Indian  Reservation  and  would  begin  at 
Red  Horn  Road  /  Dublin  Gulch  Road  (reference  post  (RP)  37.1)  and  extend  north  to  Baptiste 
Road  /  Spring  Creek  Road  (RP  48.3).  The  purpose  of  the  project  would  be  to  improve  US  93  for 
traffic  flow,  roadway  safety,  and  to  reduce  future  road  maintenance  needs  (Herrera  2005a). 

This  project  was  previously  part  of  a  larger  reconstruction  project  extending  from  Evaro  (RP  6.5) 
to  Poison  (RP  62.8).  That  project  previously  had  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  prepared 
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for  it  and  underwent  formal  consultation  pursuant  to  section  7  of  the  Act  (USFWS  biological 
opinion  issued  October  19,  2001).  However,  an  18-km  portion  of  that  corridor  in  the  Ninepipe 
area  (this  US  93  Ninepipe  /  Ronan  project)  was  excluded  from  those  efforts.  A  Supplemental 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  currently  being  prepared  for  this  project.  The  Service 
previously  issued  a  biological  opinion  (issued  August  29,  2005;  Appendix  A)  relative  to  this 
project's  effects  to  threatened  bull  trout  and  threatened  grizzly  bears  (Ursus  arctos  horribilis). 
Now  that  critical  habitat  for  bull  trout  has  been  designated  and  will  be  adversely  affected  by  this 
proposed  project,  issuance  of  this  biological  opinion  will  complete  formal  section  7  consultation 
requirements  for  this  project. 

Much  of  the  Flathead  Indian  Reservation  is  a  rural  landscape  containing  diverse  ecosystems  that 
are  used  by  humans  for  agriculture,  recreation,  and  cultural  purposes  while  also  providing  high 
quality  habitat  features  for  a  wide  variety  of  fish  and  wildlife  species.  The  Ninepipe  area  is 
within  the  Mission  valley  and  is  bounded  generally  by  the  Crow  Creek  riparian  corridor  on  the 
north,  the  Post  Creek  riparian  corridor  on  the  south,  the  town  of  Charlo  on  the  west  and  the 
Mission  Mountains  on  the  east.  Within  this  Ninepipe  area,  the  proposed  project  bisects  a  large, 
high  density  glacial  pothole  wetlands  complex  that  serves  as  key  habitat  for  terrestrial  wildlife, 
breeding  and  migratory  birds,  aquatic  species  of  fish  and  wildlife,  herpetiles,  grassland  plant 
species,  and  plants  adapted  to  wetland  and  riparian  conditions.  At  the  center  of  this  highly 
sensitive  ecosystem  is  the  Ninepipe  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  which  includes  the  676-hectare 
Ninepipe  Reservoir.  This  area  provides  important  habitat  linkages  to  the  Mission  Mountain 
Tribal  Wilderness,  the  Flathead  River  corridor,  the  National  Bison  Range,  and  other  lands 
protected  by  Tribal,  State,  and  Federal  entities,  as  well  as  by  private  organizations.  These 
protected  lands  contribute  to  the  value  of  this  area  and  the  abundance  of  wildlife  using  it  (Herrera 
2005a). 

The  US  93  Ninepipe  /  Ronan  project  corridor  has  been  divided  into  rural  and  urban  portions. 
The  rural  section  has  been  further  divided  into  two  segments;  the  Post  Creek  Hill  segment  and 
the  Ninepipe  segment.  The  Post  Creek  Hill  segment  extends  from  Red  Horn  Road  /  Dublin 
Gulch  Road  on  the  south  to  the  top  of  Post  Creek  Hill  (approximately  RP  40),  just  south  of  Olson 
Road  /  Gunlock  Road.  The  Ninepipe  segment  extends  from  the  top  of  Post  Creek  Hill  northerly 
to  the  southern  city  limits  of  Ronan.  The  urban  portion  extends  from  the  southern  city  limits  of 
Ronan  northerly  through  Ronan  to  the  Baptiste  Road  /  Spring  Creek  Road  intersection.  Each  of 
these  segments  has  a  number  of  alternative  designs  that  have  been  proposed.  This  biological 
opinion  will  be  based  on  the  preliminary  preferred  alternative  that  is  identified  in  the  BA  for  this 
project,  and  includes  the  Rural  10  Alternative  for  the  rural  portion  and  the  Ronan  4  Alternative 
for  the  urban  portion  (Herrera  2005a). 

Rural  segment:  The  rural  portion  of  the  preliminary  preferred  alternative  would  include 
reconstruction  of  the  existing  roadway.  The  reconstruction  would  provide  for  curvilinear 
horizontal  alignment  roughly  following  the  existing  roadway  to  minimize  impacts  to  adjacent 
lands.  Construction  of  roadway  shoulders  sufficiently  wide  to  accommodate  bicycles  and 
pedestrians  would  be  included.  The  design  speed  would  be  100  km/hr.  Channelization  and  left- 
turn  lanes  would  be  constructed  at  all  public  road  intersections.  The  vertical  alignment  would  be 
revised  to  accommodate  wildlife  crossing  structures  (including  single  and  multiple-span  bridges 
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and  large  culverts)  at  Post  Creek,  Ninepipe  Reservoir,  two  Kettle  Ponds,  and  Crow  Creek,  with 
additional  structures  at  intermediate  locations  throughout  the  project  length.  At  the  wildlife 
crossing  locations,  these  bridges  and  large  culverts  would  provide  a  minimum  vertical  clearance 
of  three  meters.  Where  stormwater  will  discharge  to  sensitive  waters,  such  as  Post  Creek, 
treatment  facilities  would  be  constructed  (Herrera  2005a). 

The  rural  portion  of  this  proposed  project  would  be  composed  of  a  two-lane  roadway  with  some 
sections  of  auxiliary  lanes  and  four-lane  divided  roadway  as  described  below: 

•  A  0.8-km  two-way  left-turn  lane  extending  from  Dublin  Gulch  Road  /  Red  Horn  Road 
(RP  37.1)  northward  to  a  business  entrance  driveway  on  the  east  side  of  US  93  at  RP 
37.5. 

•  A  2.9-km  northbound  passing  lane  from  West  Post  Creek  Road  /  East  Post  Creek  Road 
(RP  38.2)  to  the  top  of  Post  Creek  Hill  (RP  40). 

•  A  1.9-km  southbound  passing  lane  from  the  top  of  Post  Creek  Hill  (RP  40)  to  Eagle  Pass 
Trail  (RP  41.2). 

•  A  1.5-km  section  of  four-land  divided  roadway  from  Innovation  Lane  (RP  45.1)  to  the 
south  Ronan  city  limits  (RP  46). 

The  rural  portion  of  the  preliminary  preferred  alternative  would  represent  a  combination  of  the 
following  two  typical  roadway  cross-sections: 

•  The  two-lane  roadway  would  be  undivided  with  one  travel  lane  in  each  direction,  each 
3.6  meters  wide  with  2.4-meter  shoulders.  The  typical  pavement  width  would  be  12 
meters.  Where  auxiliary  lanes  would  be  provided,  turning  lanes  would  be  4.2  meters 
wide.  The  minimum  desirable  right-of-way  width  would  be  49  meters.  However, 
narrower  widths  have  been  used  at  selected  sensitive  locations  to  keep  the  new  roadway 
within  the  existing  right-of-way  to  minimize  impacts.  Also  considered  in  the  preliminary 
preferred  alternative  is  a  variation  of  the  two-lane  roadway  that  would  include  one  3.6- 
meter  passing  lane.  Where  the  passing  lane  would  be  added,  the  minimum  desirable 
right-of-way  width  would  increase  to  55  meters,  with  some  narrower  areas  at  selected 
sensitive  locations  to  keep  the  new  roadway  within  the  existing  right-of-way. 

•  The  four-lane  divided  roadway  includes  two  travel  lanes  in  each  direction,  each  3.6 
meters,  depressed  center  median,  2.4-meter  outside  shoulders,  and  1.2-meter  inside 
shoulders.  At  intersections  where  left-turn  lanes  would  be  provided,  the  turning  lane 
would  be  located  within  the  center  median  area.  The  typical  cross-section  width  would 
be  33.6  meters  and  the  minimum  right-of-way  width  would  be  67  meters  (Herrera 
2005a). 

The  preliminary  preferred  alternative  for  this  project  would  also  include  replacement  and 
upgrade  of  the  existing  culverts  and  bridges.  In  addition,  wildlife  crossing  structures  are  planned 
at  several  locations  in  the  rural  portion  of  the  project.  The  vertical  alignment  of  the  roadway 
would  be  revised  to  accommodate  these  structures  (large  culverts  or  bridges  of  varying  lengths) 
and  provide  a  minimum  vertical  clearance  of  three  meters.  These  wildlife  crossing  structures  are 
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proposed  for  five  locations;  Post  Creek,  Ninepipe  Reservoir,  two  large  kettle  ponds,  and  Crow 
Creek,  with  additional  smaller  structures  crossing  waterways  and  riparian  areas  at  intermediate 
locations  throughout  the  project  length.  A  description  of  the  structures  proposed  at  these  five 
primary  locations  that  have  been  designed  to  facilitate  wildlife  crossing  is  provided  below: 

•  Post  Creek  (approximately  RP  37.7): 

One  152-meter  multiple-span  bridge 
One  3-meter  x  4-meter  culvert 

•  Ninepipe  Reservoir: 

Two  4-meter  x  8-meter  culverts 
Two  3-meter  x  4-meter  culverts 
One  200-meter  multiple-span  bridge 

•  Kettle  Pond  1  (approximately  RP  41.7): 

Two  18-meter  single-span  bridges 
Two  1.2 -meter  x  1.8  meter  culverts 

•  Kettle  Pond  2  (approximately  RP  42.5): 

Two  18-meter  single-span  bridges 
Two  1.2-meter  x  1.8-meter  culverts 

•  Crow  Creek: 

One  37-meter  multiple-span  bridge 

One  46-meter  multiple-span  bridge  (Herrera  2005a). 

Because  of  the  designation  of  Post  Creek  as  bull  trout  critical  habitat,  and  therefore  its 
importance  to  this  consultation,  the  approximate  construction  sequence  for  bridge  removal  and 
replacement  at  the  Post  Creek  crossing  is  described  below. 

Post  Creek  is  presently  conveyed  under  U.S.  Highway  93  via  a  15.5-meter  long,  9.5-meter  wide, 
two  span  bridge.  The  center  pier  occurs  within  the  Post  Creek  channel.  The  channel  under  the 
bridge  has  been  narrowed  and  stabilized  with  large  riprap.  The  new  bridge,  proposed  to  be  a 
multiple-span  structure  152  meters  long,  would  not  include  a  pier  within  the  Post  Creek  channel. 
This  much  longer  bridge  would  result  in  less  channel  constriction  and  allow  the  stream  more 
interaction  with  its  floodplain  (Herrera  2005a). 

Post  Creek  bridge  construction:  No  traffic  would  be  re-routed  during  construction.  The  new 
bridge  would  be  constructed  along  side  the  existing  bridge,  allowing  for  two-way  traffic  to 
continue  on  the  old  structure  until  the  new  bridge  is  completed.  Once  traffic  can  be  switched  to 
the  new  structure,  the  existing  bridge  would  be  demolished. 

•  Grading  and  construction  practices  that  unnecessarily  disturb  natural  features,  promote 
erosion,  and  require  extensive  revegetation  would  be  avoided. 

•  Bridge  piers  would  be  located  outside  the  ordinary  high-water  mark  for  Post  Creek. 
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•  The  newly  constructed  lanes  would  be  graded  in  preparation  for  paving  (arriving  at  the 
finished  elevation  and  shape  of  roadway). 

•  Intersections  with  existing  roads  that  would  be  affected  by  the  new  traffic  lanes 
approaching  the  bridge  would  be  reconfigured. 

•  The  full  length  of  the  new  lanes  approaching  the  bridge  would  be  paved,  and  any  new 
driveway  connections  and  intersections  would  be  created.  Centerlines  and  fog  lines 
would  be  painted  and  signs  would  be  installed. 

•  Traffic  would  be  relocated  to  the  new  bridge.  Traffic  may  be  routed  to  the  new  bridge 
prior  to  paving  of  the  roadway  approaches  if  it  would  not  affect  traffic  flow  (Herrera 
2005a). 

Post  Creek  bridge  removal: 

•  Instream  work  required  to  remove  the  bridge  abutments  would  be  limited  to  the  time 
period  identified  by  the  Tribal  fisheries  program  permitting  process. 

•  The  existing  bridge  would  be  demolished  after  traffic  is  switched  to  the  new  Post  Creek 
bridge. 

•  Coffer  dams,  or  similar  structures,  may  be  constructed  around  areas  of  abutment  removal 
to  control  sediment  erosion  during  removal  of  the  abutments. 

•  The  Department  is  required  to  cut  off  or  remove  substructures  to  a  depth  of  305 
millimeters  below  the  stream  bed  and  that  the  removal  areas  be  shaped  and  contoured  to 
blend  with  the  surrounding  stream  bed  terrain. 

•  Upon  removal  of  the  bridge  abutments,  the  streambanks  would  be  regraded  to  match 
surrounding  conditions  and  would  likely  be  stabilized  with  a  combination  of  shrubs  and  a 
riparian  grass  seed  mix  (Herrera  2005a). 

Post  Creek  site  restoration: 

•  Remaining  portions  of  the  old  bridge  and  roadway  would  be  removed  upon  completion  of 
the  new  bridge  and  approach  lanes. 

•  A  detailed  revegetation  plan  would  be  developed  for  the  site  (Herrera  2005a). 

Conservation  measures  to  be  implemented  during  Post  Creek  bridge  construction: 

Conservation  measures  and  best  management  practices  to  be  implemented  during  removal  of  the 
existing  bridge  and  construction  of  the  new  bridge  include: 

•  If  vegetation  is  removed  along  the  banks  of  Post  Creek  during  construction,  the  disturbed 
ground  would  be  revegetated  with  desirable  riparian  species,  thereby  reducing  erosion 
and  the  subsequent  introduction  of  sediment  into  the  creek. 

•  Federal,  State,  and  Tribal  regulations  for  erosion  and  sediment  and  spill  control  would  be 
followed  during  all  aspects  of  bridge  construction.  Erosion  control  measures  would  be 
implemented  prior  to  construction  activities. 

•  Equipment  staging  areas,  refueling  locations,  and  other  chemical  storage  or  waste 
disposal  sites  would  be  located  and  protected  so  that  no  spills  could  enter  Post  Creek  or 
any  other  waterway. 
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•  Work  bridges  shall  be  constructed  to  withstand  winter  icing  and  spring  runoff  to  prevent 
collapse  of  the  bridge  during  these  condition  and  potential  impacts  to  the  stream  bed.  At 
this  time,  however,  the  need  for  a  work  bridge  is  not  anticipated. 

•  Efforts  would  be  taken  to  minimize  debris  from  demolition  of  the  existing  bridge  and 
piers  from  entering  Post  Creek.  If  portions  of  the  existing  bridge  are  dropped  or  fall  into 
Post  Creek  during  construction  they  would  be  lifted  and  removed  and  not  dragged  from 
the  channel  to  the  bank,  thus  preventing  further  impact  to  the  streambed  (Herrera  2005a). 

Other  conservation  measures  included  in  the  project  design:  The  preliminary  construction 
plans  for  this  project  incorporate  numerous  measures  to  minimize  impacts  on  streams  in  the 
project  corridor,  including  Post  Creek.  For  example,  all  of  the  proposed  wildlife  crossing 
structures  would  also  provide  benefits  to  aquatic  species  by  spanning  a  greater  portion  of  the 
floodplain  and  allowing  areas  to  be  restored  by  improving  hydrologic  connections  and  enhancing 
vegetative  cover  on  stream  banks  and  in  riparian  wetlands.  In  addition,  proposed  roadway 
alignments  for  all  alternatives  remain  generally  within  the  existing  alignment,  so  as  to  minimize 
new  impacts  on  streams  (Herrera  2005a). 

The  following  additional  measures  have  been  incorporated  into  the  preliminary  construction 
plans  and  specifications  to  minimize  project  effects  on  fisheries  resources. 

•  The  proposed  project  would  reduce  effects  on  fisheries  resources  by  steepening  fill  slopes 
to  4:1  (the  Department  typically  requires  6:1  slopes).  This  would  be  incorporated  into  all 
rural  alternatives.  Fill  slopes  for  the  approaches  to  bridge  structures  have  also  been 
steepened  to  2:1  because  these  slopes  would  already  contain  protective  approach 
guardrails  necessary  to  provide  a  transition  to  the  barrier  rail  on  the  bridges.  These 
steeper  slopes  reduce  the  width  of  the  roadway  footprint  and  consequently  reduce  impacts 
to  floodplains,  wetlands,  and  wildlife  refuge  and  wildlife  management  lands. 

•  Stormwater  treatment  measures  would  be  designed  to  reduce  suspended  solids  from 
stormwater. 

•  The  amount  of  fill  placement  in  floodplains  would  be  minimized. 

•  Preservation  fencing  would  be  installed  to  protect  vegetation  at  riparian  areas  (Herrera 
2005a). 

Other  wildUfe  conservation  measures  included  in  the  project  design:  Few  data  are  available 
regarding  the  use  of  crossing  structures  for  wildlife.  The  proposed  crossing  structures  were  sited 
and  selected  based  on  the  best  available  data  on  functional  structures  at  highway  locations 
throughout  North  America.  Therefore,  no  specific  dimensions  are  proposed  for  most  of  the 
crossing  structures  at  this  time.  Instead,  general  sizes  and  characteristics  have  been  provided  in 
the  preliminary  preferred  alternative  (Herrera  2005a). 

Another  key  factor  in  use  of  structures  by  carnivores  is  proximity  to  human  activity.  Because 
significant  portions  of  the  project  corridor  are  protected  lands,  and  the  Service,  Montana  Fish, 
Wildlife  and  Parks  (MFWP),  and  CSKT  are  pursuing  ongoing  efforts  to  preserve  lands  through 
purchase  or  easement,  no  additional  measures  aimed  at  land  preservation  are  proposed  (Herrera 
2005a). 
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Post-construction  monitoring  is  being  implemented  for  the  US  93  Evaro  to  Poison  reconstruction 
project  at  wildlife  crossings.  The  information  gathered  from  this  monitoring  effort  may  be 
applicable  to  wildlife  crossings  associated  with  this  project  (Herrera  2005a). 

During  construction,  the  following  conservation  measures  would  be  implemented  to  minimize 
project  effects  on  grizzly  bears: 

•  Educate  contractors  and  construction  crews  regarding  the  need  for  proper  sanitation  in 
grizzly  bear  habitat,  and  instruct  workers  to  report  all  grizzly  bear  sightings  immediately 
to  Tribal  wildlife  program  biologists. 

•  Ensure  that  contractors  and  construction  crews  store  all  food  and  garbage  in  bear-proof 
containers  and  remove  all  garbage  daily  from  temporary  offices  and  sleeping  quarters. 

•  In  the  vicinity  of  Post  Creek,  locate  construction  staging  areas,  field  offices,  and  sleeping 
quarters  according  to  the  following  restrictions: 

0    On  the  west  side  of  the  corridor,  locate  these  facilities  south  of  Dublin  Gulch 
Road  /  Red  Horn  Road  or  north  of  RP  38.2  (approximately  West  Post  Creek  Road 
/  East  Post  Creek  Road). 

0    On  the  east  side  of  the  corridor,  locate  these  facilities  south  of  Dublin  Gulch  Road 
/  Red  Horn  Road  (Herrera  2005a). 

Urban  segment:  The  urban  portion  of  the  preliminary  preferred  alternative  would  entail 
reconstruction  of  some  existing  roadway  through  Ronan,  including  construction  of  curb,  gutter, 
and  sidewalks  on  both  sides  of  the  roadway.  Reconstruction  at  all  major  intersections  throughout 
Ronan  would  include  channelization  to  provide  left-turn  lanes  and,  in  some  cases,  right-turn 
lanes.  The  project  would  also  construct  a  separated  3-meter  wide  pedestrian  /  bicycle  path  from 
Ronan  City  Park  to  Baptiste  Road  /  Spring  Creek  Road.  This  path  would  connect  with  a  pathway 
extending  north  to  Poison,  which  is  currently  being  designed  and  constructed  as  part  of  the  US 
93  -  Evaro  to  Poison  project  (Herrera  2005a). 

The  urban  portion  of  this  project  would  be  a  couplet,  with  a  two-lane,  one-way  northbound 
roadway  on  existing  US  93,  and  a  two-lane,  one-way  southbound  roadway  on  First  Avenue  SW 
with  a  wider  neighborhood  buffer.  Transition  sections  of  four-lane  roadway  with  turning  lanes 
would  be  necessary  south  of  the  couplet  where  the  roadway  would  connect  to  the  rural  lane 
configuration  and  north  of  the  couplet  to  a  four-lane  divided  section  between  Old  Highway  93 
and  the  Baptiste  Road  /  Spring  Creek  Road  intersection  (Herrera  2005a). 

The  northbound  leg  of  the  couplet  would  be  on  the  existing  US  93  alignment,  with  two  3.6-meter 
travel  lanes,  a  3-meter  parking  lane  on  the  west  side  of  the  road,  and  a  1.5-meter  bicycle  lane  on 
the  east  side  of  the  road.  Curbs  and  gutters,  3-meter  planting  areas,  and  1.8-meter  sidewalks 
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would  be  provided  on  both  sides  of  the  roadway,  for  a  typical  right-of-way  width  of 
approximately  23.6  meters  (Herrera  2005a). 

The  southbound  leg  of  the  couplet  would  include  two  3.6-meter  travel  lanes,  a  3-meter  parking 
lane  on  the  east  side  of  the  road,  a  1.5-meter  bicycle  lane  on  the  west  side  of  the  road,  and  curbs 
and  gutters.  In  addition,  the  southbound  couplet  roadway  section  would  have  1.8-meter 
sidewalks,  a  3-meter  planting  area,  and  3.6-meter  buffer  on  the  east  side  of  the  road.  The  typical 
right-of-way  width  for  the  southbound  leg  of  the  Ronan  couplet  would  be  27  meters  (Herrera 
2005a). 

Ronan  Spring  Creek  would  be  removed  from  its  present  culvert  to  flow  in  an  open  channel 
between  US  93  and  First  Avenue  SW  (Herrera  2005a). 

III.  Status  of  the  critical  habitat 

On  September  26,  2005,  the  final  rule  for  bull  trout  critical  habitat  was  published  for  the  Klamath 
River,  Columbia  River,  Jarbidge  River,  Coastal  Puget  Sound,  and  Saint  Mary-Belly  River 
populations  of  bull  trout  (USFWS  2005).  This  final  designation  encompasses  approximately 
6,161  km  of  streams,  57,958  hectares  of  lakes  in  Idaho,  Montana,  Oregon,  and  Washington,  and 
1,585  km  of  shoreline  paralleling  marine  habitat  in  Washington.  The  lateral  extent  for  rivers  and 
streams  is  defined  by  the  ordinary  high  water  line  or  the  bankfuU  elevation.  The  lateral  extent  of 
designated  lakes  is  defined  by  the  perimeter  of  the  water  body  mapped  on  1:24,000  scale 
topographic  maps. 

All  areas  designated  as  critical  habitat  for  bull  trout  are  within  the  species'  historic  geographic 
range  and  contain  enough  of  the  primary  constituent  elements  (PCEs)  identified  as  essential  to  its 
conservation  in  the  area  designated  to  enable  the  bull  trout  to  carry  out  normal  behavior.  Much 
of  what  is  known  about  the  specific  physical  and  biological  requirements  of  bull  trout  are 
described  in  the  proposed  designation  of  critical  habitat  rule  (USFWS  2002a).  PCEs  include,  but 
are  not  limited  to:  space  for  individual  and  population  growth,  and  for  normal  behavior;  food, 
water,  air,  light,  minerals,  or  other  nutritional  or  physiological  requirements;  cover  or  shelter; 
sites  for  breeding,  reproduction,  and  rearing  (or  development)  of  offspring;  and  habitats  that  are 
protected  from  disturbance  (USFWS  2004b).  Based  on  our  current  knowledge  of  the  life  history, 
biology,  and  ecology  of  the  species  and  the  requirements  of  the  habitat  to  sustain  the  essential 
life  history  functions  of  the  species,  we  have  determined  that  the  bull  trout's  PCEs  are: 

1.    Water  temperatures  that  support  bull  trout  use.  Bull  trout  have  been  documented  in 

streams  with  temperatures  from  32  to  72  °F  (0  to  22  °C)  but  are  found  more  frequently  in 
temperatures  ranging  from  36  to  59  °F  (2  to  15  °C).  These  temperature  ranges  may  vary 
depending  on  bull  trout  life  history  stage  and  form,  geography,  elevation,  diurnal  and 
seasonal  variation,  shade,  such  as  that  provided  by  riparian  habitat,  and  local  groundwater 
influence.  Stream  reaches  with  temperatures  that  preclude  any  bull  trout  use  are 
specifically  excluded  from  designation; 
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2.  Complex  stream  channels  with  features  such  as  woody  debris,  side  channels,  pools,  and 
undercut  banks  to  provide  a  variety  of  depths,  velocities,  and  instream  structures; 

3.  Substrates  of  sufficient  amount,  size,  and  composition  to  ensure  success  of  egg  and 
embryo  overwinter  survival,  fry  emergence,  and  young-of-the-year  and  juvenile  survival. 
This  should  include  a  minimal  amount  of  fine  substrate  less  than  0.25  inch  (0.63 
centimeter)  in  diameter. 

4.  A  natural  hydrograph,  including  peak,  high,  low,  and  base  flows  within  historic  ranges  or, 
if  regulated,  currently  operate  under  a  biological  opinion  that  addresses  bull  trout,  or  a 
hydrograph  that  demonstrates  the  ability  to  support  bull  trout  populations  by  minimizing 
daily  and  day-to-day  fluctuations  and  minimizing  departures  from  the  natural  cycle  of 
flow  levels  corresponding  with  seasonal  variation; 

5.  Springs,  seeps,  groundwater  sources,  and  subsurface  water  to  contribute  to  water  quality 
and  quantity  as  a  cold  water  source; 

6.  Migratory  corridors  with  minimal  physical,  biological,  or  water  quality  impediments 
between  spawning,  rearing,  overwintering,  and  foraging  habitats,  including  intermittent 
or  seasonal  barriers  induced  by  high  water  temperatures  or  low  flows; 

7.  An  abundant  food  base  including  terrestrial  organisms  of  riparian  origin,  aquatic 
macroinvertebrates,  and  forage  fish;  and 

8.  Permanent  water  of  sufficient  quantity  and  quality  such  that  normal  reproduction,  growth, 
and  survival  are  not  inhibited  (USFWS  2005). 

This  designation  protects  PCEs  necessary  to  support  the  life  history  functions  which  were  the 
basis  for  the  designation.  Because  not  all  life  history  functions  require  all  the  PCEs,  not  all 
habitat  will  contain  all  the  PCEs  (USFWS  2005). 

The  Ninepipe  /  Ronan  portion  of  the  U.S.  Highway  93  reconstruction  effort  crosses  designated 
bull  trout  critical  habitat  at  Post  Creek  within  the  Clark  Fork  River  basin  bull  trout  critical  habitat 
unit.  Project  related  effects  to  critical  habitat  at  this  creek  crossing  are  addressed  in  this 
biological  opinion. 

Effects  of  previous  projects 

No  new  threats  have  been  identified  through  section  7  consultation  across  the  Columbia  River 
bull  trout  population.  Effects  of  projects  that  have  been  analyzed  through  section  7  consultation 
as  reported  in  a  biological  opinion  are  summarized  in  this  section.  These  effects  are  an  important 
component  of  objectively  characterizing  the  current  status  of  the  species  and  its  habitat.  To 
assess  the  effects  of  these  actions  on  bull  trout  we  reviewed  all  of  the  biological  opinions 
received  by  the  Service's  Region  1  and  Region  6  offices,  from  the  time  of  listing  until  August 
2003;  this  summed  to  137  biological  opinions  (USFWS  2003).  Of  these,  124  biological  opinions 
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(91  percent)  applied  to  activities  affecting  bull  trout  in  the  Columbia  River  population,  12 
biological  opinions  (9  percent)  applied  to  activities  affecting  bull  trout  in  the  Coastal-Puget 
Sound  population,  7  biological  opinions  (5  percent)  applied  to  activities  affecting  bull  trout  in  the 
Klamath  River  population,  and  1  biological  opinion  (<1  percent)  applied  to  activities  affecting 
the  Jarbidge  and  St.  Mary  Belly  populations.  (Note:  these  percentages  do  not  add  up  to  100 
because  several  biological  opinions  applied  to  more  than  one  population).  The  geographic  scale 
of  these  consultations  varied  from  individual  actions  (e.g.,  construction  of  a  bridge  or  pipeline) 
within  one  basin  to  multiple-project  actions  occurring  across  several  basins. 

This  analysis  showed  that  we  consulted  on  a  wide  array  of  actions  which  had  varying  levels  of 
effects.  No  actions  that  have  undergone  consultation  were  found  to  appreciably  reduce  the 
likelihood  of  survival  and  recovery  of  the  bull  trout.  Furthermore  no  actions  that  have  undergone 
consultation  were  anticipated  to  result  in  the  loss  of  any  subpopulations  (USFWS  2003). 

Since  August  2003,  Region  6  of  the  Service  has  issued  an  additional  23  biological  opinions 
relative  to  bull  trout  under  section  7  for  the  Montana  portion  of  the  Clark  Fork  management  unit. 
After  review  of  these  opinions,  the  Service  determined  that  actions  that  had  undergone 
consultation  were  not  anticipated  to  result  in  the  loss  of  any  core  area  or  subpopulation  of  bull 
trout.  Nineteen  of  the  23  biological  opinions  resulted  in  short-term  adverse  effects  with  long- 
term  benefits.  To  date,  in  Regions  1  and  6  of  the  Service,  no  actions  that  have  undergone  section 
7  consultation  for  adverse  effects  to  bull  trout  have  resulted  in  a  jeopardy  finding  (i.e.,  an 
appreciable  reduction  in  the  likelihood  of  both  the  survival  and  recovery  of  bull  trout). 
Similarly,  none  have  resulted  in  a  destruction  or  adverse  modification  finding  for  designated  bull 
trout  critical  habitat.  Taken  in  sum,  the  impact  of  all  these  actions  adversely  affected  a  small 
portion  of  the  overall  range  of  the  species  in  the  Clark  Fork  management  unit. 

Analysis  of  the  critical  habitat  likely  to  be  affected 

Critical  habitat  was  designated  for  bull  trout  under  the  Act  in  September  2005  and  was  divided 
into  29  Critical  Habitat  Units.  The  segment  of  critical  habitat  likely  to  be  affected  by  the 
proposed  action  is  located  in  Unit  2,  the  Clark  Fork  River  basin  (USFWS  2005).  Within  this 
project's  action  area.  Post  Creek  was  included  in  the  final  rule  designating  bull  trout  critical 
habitat.  Post  Creek  from  its  confluence  with  Mission  Creek  upstream  26.1  km  to  a  manmade 
barrier  at  McDonald  Lake,  is  occupied,  at  a  minimum,  by  migratory  bull  trout  from  the  lake,  and 
provides  foraging,  migratory,  and  overwintering  habitat  necessary  for  the  recovered  distribution 
of  bull  trout,  including  maintaining  populations  and  the  migratory  life  history  form  essential  to 
the  conservation  of  bull  trout.  Post  Creek  also  provides  occupied  spawning  and  rearing  habitat 
for  approximately  3.2  km  above  the  lake  to  a  natural  barrier  (USFWS  2002a).  The  proposed 
action  would  result  in  adverse  effects  to  bull  trout  critical  habitat  in  Post  Creek  (Herrera  2005b). 

IV.  Environmental  baseline 

Regulations  implementing  the  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1531  et  seq.)  (50  CFR  402.02)  define 
the  environmental  baseline  as  the  past  and  present  impacts  of  all  Federal,  State,  or  private  actions 
and  other  human  activities  in  the  action  area.  Also  included  in  the  environmental  baseline  are 
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the  anticipated  impacts  of  all  proposed  Federal  projects  in  the  action  area  which  have  already 
undergone  section  7  consultation,  and  the  impacts  of  State  and  private  actions  in  the  action  area 
which  are  contemporaneous  with  the  consultation  in  progress.  Such  actions  include,  but  are  not 
limited  to,  previous  timber  harvest,  road  construction,  residential  development  and  other  land 
management  activities. 

Action  area,  as  defined  by  the  Act,  includes  the  entire  area  that  would  be  affected  directly  or 
indirectly  by  the  Federal  action  and  not  merely  the  immediate  area  involved  in  the  action.  For 
the  purposes  of  bull  trout  critical  habitat  and  this  biological  opinion,  the  action  area  is  defined  as 
the  U.S.  Highway  93  corridor  as  it  crosses  Post  Creek,  and  the  habitat  60  meters  upstream  and 
0.8  km  downstream  of  this  corridor  crossing. 

Please  refer  to  the  Service's  August  29,  2005  biological  opinion  issued  relative  to  the  effects  to 
bull  trout  from  implementation  of  the  US  93  Ninepipe  /  Ronan  highway  reconstruction  project 
for  a  discussion  of  the  status  of  bull  trout  within  the  action  area,  as  well  as  factors  affecting  bull 
trout  and  bull  trout  habitat  within  the  action  area  (Appendix  A;  pages  43-49). 

Table  1  displays  the  results  of  the  "Matrix  of  Diagnostics  /  Pathways  and  Indicators"  (matrix), 
the  objective  of  which  is  to  integrate  the  biological  and  habitat  conditions  to  arrive  at  a 
determination  of  the  potential  effect  of  land  management  activities  on  a  listed  species.  There  are 
three  levels  of  condition  for  each  indicator:  "functioning  appropriately;"  "functioning  at  risk;" 
and  "functioning  at  unacceptable  risk."  These  three  categories  of  function  are  defined  for  each 
indicator  in  the  matrix.  In  concept,  indicators  in  a  watershed  are  "functioning  appropriately" 
when  they  maintain  strong  and  significant  populations  that  are  interconnected  and  promote 
recovery  of  a  listed  species  or  its  critical  habitat  to  a  status  that  will  provide  self-sustaining  and 
self-regulating  populations.  When  the  indicators  are  "functioning  at  risk,"  they  provide  for 
persistence  of  the  species  but  in  more  isolated  populations  and  may  not  promote  recovery  of  a 
listed  species  or  its  critical  habitat  without  active  or  passive  restoration  efforts.  "Functioning  at 
unacceptable  risk"  suggests  the  listed  species  continues  to  be  absent  from  historical  habitat,  or  is 
rare  or  being  maintained  at  a  low  population  level,  although  the  habitat  may  maintain  the  species 
at  this  low  persistence  level,  active  restoration  is  needed  to  begin  recovery  of  the  species. 

Table  1  provides  a  summary  of  baseline  conditions  for  bull  trout  in  the  Post  Creek  drainage  near 
the  project  corridor,  as  well  as  anticipated  effects  of  the  project  on  bull  trout  and  bull  trout 
habitat.  Overall,  considering  both  subpopulation  status  and  habitat  conditions,  bull  trout  in  this 
reach  of  Post  Creek  are  functioning  at  unacceptable  risk. 

Action  agencies  authorizing  activities  within  lands  occupied  by  bull  trout  are  mandated  by  the 
Act  to  consider  the  environmental  baseline  in  the  action  area  and  effects  to  bull  trout  that  would 
likely  occur  as  a  result  of  management  actions.  To  that  end,  agency  biologists  use  the  four 
biological  indicators  and  the  19  physical  habitat  indicators  in  the  matrix  for  bull  trout  to  assess 
the  environmental  baseline  conditions  and  determine  the  likelihood  of  take  per  interagency 
guidance  and  agreement  on  section  7  consultation  on  the  effects  of  actions  to  bull  trout  (USFWS 
1998a,  1998b).  The  majority  of  the  matrix  analysis  consists  of  specific  consideration  of  the  19 
habitat  indicators.  Analysis  of  the  matrix  habitat  indicators  relative  to  project  effects  provides  a 
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very  thorough  assessment  of  the  existing  habitat  conditions  and  potential  impacts  to  bull  trout 
habitat. 
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Table  1.  Summary  of  baseline  conditions  for  bull  trout,  Post  Creek  drainage  and  anticipated  effects  of  the  action  on 

baseline  conditions  (Herrera  2005b). 


Indicators 

Baseline 

Condition 

FA,  FAR,  FUR ' 

Comments 

Effects  of  the 

Action 

(Construction  / 

Post-construction) 

Comments 

Subpopulation 
Characteristics 

Subpopulation  Size 

FUR 

It  is  unknown  if  bull  trout  occupying  this  reach  of  Post  Creek  are  part  of 
a  functional,  self  sustaining  population.  They  may  be  individuals  from 
the  McDonald  Lake  subpopulation,  strays  from  a  different  drainage  or 
subpopulation  (Jocko).  It  is  assumed  that  fewer  than  50  individuals  use 
the  stream.  It  is  doubtful  that  all  life  stages  of  bull  trout  are  present  in 
Post  Creek  below  McDonald  Lake. 

Maintain/Maintain 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  project  is  not 
expected  to  affect  the  subpopulation  size  in  Post 
Creek. 

Growth  &  Survival 

FUR 

Fish  residing  in  this  reach  of  Post  Creek  can  not  be  determined  to  be  part 
of  a  functional  self-sustaining  population.  It  is  reasonable  to  assume  that 
the  subpopulation  condition  will  not  improve  in  two  generations.  If 
active  restoration  of  passage  barriers  and  entrainment  issues  higher  in 
the  system  are  addressed,  recovery  of  the  subpopulation  may  be  feasible. 

Maintain/Maintain 

With  implementation  of  BMPs  and  construction 
windows,  the  proposed  project  will  not  measurably 
affect  bull  trout  growth  and  survival,  recruitment  or 
the  recovery  rate  of  the  Post  Creek  subpopulation. 

Life  History 
Diversity  & 
Isolation 

FAR 

The  migratory  form  of  this  subpopulation  may  be  present  based  on  the 
assumption  that  individuals  migrate  from  the  McDonald  Lake 
population.  The  nearest  subpopulations  exist  in  Mission  Creek  (above 
Tabor  Dam)  and  the  Jocko  River  drainage.  It  is  possible  for  genetic 
exchange  with  Jocko  River  subpopulation  to  occur. 

Maintain/Maintain 

The  proposed  project  will  not  affect  bull  trout  life 
history  diversity  or  bull  trout  population  isolation. 

Persistence  & 
Genetic  Integrity 

FUR 

The  subpopulation  exists  in  low  numbers  and  hybridization  is  well 
documented  in  the  drainage.  Little  connectivity  within  the  drainage 
remains. 

Maintain/Maintain 

The  proposed  project  will  not  affect  connectivity 
between  bull  trout  populations. 

Water  Quality 

Temperature 

FAR 

The  stream  is  intermittently  shaded  throughout  the  reach  and  upstream 
of  the  reach,  depending  on  land  use.  Water  temperature  data  collected 
by  CSKT  since  1982  approximately  2.4  kilometers  (1.5  miles)  upstream 
of  the  US  93  crossing  shows  summer  water  temperature  periodically 
exceed  15°C  (59°F)  in  late  summer  (CSKT  2000a).  Upstream  of  the 
project  corridor  Post  Creek  was  determined  to  be  partially  supporting 
designated  beneficial  aquatic  life  uses  for  water  temperature.  Causes  of 
degradation  were  depletion  from  irrigation  withdrawals  and  riparian 
canopy  modifications  (CSKT  2000a). 

Maintain/Maintain 

The  proposed  project  will  not  measurably  affect 
water  temperatures  in  Post  Creek.  Minor  losses  of 
streamside  vegetation  may  occur  during  construction 
of  the  bridge  over  Post  Creek,  but  revegetation  of 
disturbed  areas  is  included  in  project  coordination 
measures. 
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Indicators 

Baseline 

Condition 

FA,  FAR,  FUR ' 

Comments 

Effects  of  the 

Action 

(Construction  / 

Post-construction) 

Comments 

Water  Quality 
(continued) 

Sediment 

FAR 

Approximately  305  meters  (1,000  feet)  upstream  of  the  US  93  crossing, 
substrate  was  measured  to  have  25%  of  particles  less  than  6  mm  (0.24 
inches)  and  5%  less  than  1  mm  (0.04  inches).  Wolman  Pebble  Count 
data  showed  11%  surface  fines  less  than  6  mm  (0.24  inches).  Upstream 
of  the  project  corridor  Post  Creek  was  determined  to  be  partially 
supporting  designated  beneficial  aquatic  life  uses  for  siltation.  Causes 
were  agricultural  runoff,  bankside  sources  and  roads. 

Degrade/Maintain- 
Improve 

Structure  removal,  fill  removal  and  construction  of  a 
new  structure  and  roadway  over  Post  Creek  will 
likely  result  in  the  delivery  of  sediment  to  the  stream 
even  with  BMPs  and  sediment  control  measures  in 
place.  No  spawning  habitat  for  bull  trout  exists  in 
this  reach.  Tributaries  draining  to  Post  Creek  in  the 
project  area  would  be  recreated  and  sediment 
sources  would  be  stabilized. 

Chemical 

Contamination/Nutri 

ents 

FAR 

Agricultural  and  stormwater  runoff  enter  Post  Creek  and  its  tributaries 
along  the  length  of  the  stream.  The  CSKT  Nonpoint  Source  Assessment 
indicates  this  segment  of  Post  Creek  is  partially  supporting  designated 
beneficial  aquatic  life  uses  as  related  to  the  pollutant  stressor  nutrients 
(CSKT  2000b).  Causes  were  agricultural  runoff  and  stormwater  runoff. 

Maintain/Maintain 

Due  to  the  extent  of  construction  activities  planned  it 
is  likely  that  pollutants  could  enter  Post  Creek; 
however,  levels  will  be  minimal  with  the 
implementation  of  BMPs  and  spill  control  plans. 
With  implementation  of  stormwater  treatment 
facilities,  the  level  of  contaminants  in  runoff  from 
the  road  surface  would  be  shghtly  reduced. 

Habitat  Access 

Physical  Barriers 

FUR 

Upstream  of  the  project  corridor  there  are  three  irrigation  facilities  which 
act  as  partial  or  total  fish  movement  barriers.  These  are  the  Kicking 
Horse  Feeder  Canal  headworks  and  diversion  structure,  the  Pablo  Feeder 
canal  headworks  and  diversion  structure,  and  McDonald  Dam.  There 
are  no  known  physical  downstream  barriers  which  would  impede  fish 
movement  to  the  Flathead  River. 

Maintain/Maintain 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  project  will  not 
create  any  permanent  barriers  to  upstream  and 
downstream  fish  passage.  Temporary  barriers  to  fish 
movement  may  be  created  if  dewatering  of  the 
stream  is  required  during  construction. 
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Indicators 

Baseline 

Condition 

FA,  FAR,  FUR ' 

Comments 

Effects  of  the 

Action 

(Construction  / 

Post-construction) 

Comments 

Habitat  Elements 

Substrate 
Embeddedness 

FAR 

Wolman  Pebble  Count  data  showed  11%  surface  fines  less  than  6  mm 
(0.24  inches)  (CSKT  2000a).  Information  collected  in  the  field  for  this 
assessment  at  cross  sections  directly  above  and  below  the  US  93 
crossing  found  substrate  embeddedness  up  to  25%. 

Degrade/Improve 

Structure  removal,  fill  removal  and  construction  of  a 
new  structure  and  roadway  over  Post  Creek  will 
likely  result  in  the  delivery  of  sediment  to  the  stream 
even  with  BMPs  and  sediment  control  measures  in 
place.  If  excess  amounts  of  sediment  reach  the 
channel,  increased  substrate  embeddedness  may 
occur.  However,  this  reach  is  not  rearing  habitat  for 
bull  trout.  With  an  increase  in  hydraulic  capacity 
and  removal  of  instream  piers,  this  indicator  may 
improve  after  construction. 

Large  Woody 
Debris 

FUR 

Within  the  project  corridor  [approximately  60  meters  (200  feet)  up  and 
downstream  of  the  US  93  crossing],  only  2  pieces  of  large  wood  were 
observed  under  the  US  93  bridge.  Recruitment  potential  is  low  upstream 
of  the  project  reach,  with  the  majority  of  streamside  vegetation  being 
herbaceous.  Observations  from  other  reaches  of  Post  Creek  also 
indicated  low  recruitment  and  reduced  in  stream  wood  accumulations. 

Maintain/Improve 

Existing  streambank  vegetation  will  be  preserved  to 
the  extent  possible.  Important  vegetation  will  be 
marked  to  ensure  protection.  This  area  would 
receive  additional  plantings  after  construction  is 
complete. 

Pool  Frequency  & 
Quality 

FUR 

Pool  occurrence  was  observed  in  the  project  reach.  Three  pools  were 
observed  in  the  30  meters  (100  feet)  of  stream  observed.  The  largest 
pool  was  associated  with  the  bridge  where  the  channel  deepened  and  a 
few  large  pieces  of  wood  had  accumulated.  Within  the  project  reach  two 
lateral  scour  pools  with  good  riparian  shrub  cover  were  present.  Pool 
frequency  observed  in  upstream  reaches  equated  to  approximately  8 
pools/km  (14  pools/mile)  of  stream  (CSKT  2000b).  Pool  quality  was 
variable. 

Maintain/Maintain 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  project  will  not 
affect  pool  frequency  or  quality. 

Large  Pools 

FAR 

There  are  infrequent  large  pools  observed  in  this  reach.  The  largest  was 
associated  with  the  crossing  structure  due  to  deepened  flows  and  wood 
accumulation. 

Maintain/Maintain 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  project  will  not 
affect  large  pools. 
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Indicators 

Baseline 

Condition 

FA,  FAR,  FUR ' 

Comments 

Effects  of  the 

Action 

(Construction  / 

Post-construction) 

Comments 

Habitat  Elements 
(continued) 

Off-Channel  Habitat 

FAR 

There  are  numerous  springs  located  in  the  floodplain  of  Post  Creek  along 
the  project  reach.  Two  spring  fed  streams  and  a  large  stream  with 
associated  springs  enter  Post  Creek  directly  up  and  downstream  of  the 
bridge.  Typically,  these  areas  would  offer  ideal  off -channel  habitat  for 
rearing  and  inflows  of  cooler  temperature  waters,  however,  all  three 
streams  are  heavily  degraded  with  heavy  siltation  and  are  probably  not 
used  at  any  stage  by  bull  trout  migrating  through  the  reach. 

Maintain/Maintain 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  project  will  affect 
three  small  tributary  streams  to  Post  Creek,  however, 
none  of  these  streams  function  as  off-channel  habitat 
for  bull  trout.  It  is  possible  that  if  these  streams  are 
relocated  they  could  be  restored  to  provide  off- 
channel  habitat. 

Refugia 

FUR 

Post  Creek  above  the  dam  and  the  headwater  forks  of  the  Jocko  River 
are  both  refugia  areas  in  moderately  close  proximity  for  Post  Creek  bull 
trout.  Neither  location  is  presently  accessible,  due  to  McDonald  Dam 
and  the  Upper  S  Canal  diversion.  It  is  possible  for  passage  at  these 
structures  to  be  restored  in  the  future. 

Maintain/Maintain 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  project  will  not 
affect  bull  trout  refugia. 

Channel  Condition 
and  Dynamics 

Wetted  Width  /  Max 
Depth  Ratio 

FA 

The  average  wetted  width  of  Post  Creek  within  the  project  reach  was  10 
meters  (30  feet).  Maximum  depth  measured  was  1.5  meters  (5  feet) 
(under  the  US  93  bridge).  The  ratio  of  these  two  values  is  6.  Streams 
with  w/d  ratios  of  10  or  less  are  considered  FA.  Maximum  depths  were 
only  1  meter  (3  feet)  at  cross  sections  up  and  downstream  of  the  bridge, 
with  stream  widths  at  10  meters  (30  feet).  The  ratio  of  these  values  is 
10.  Post  Creek  is  not  over  widened  in  the  project  reach. 

Maintain/Improve 

Reconstruction  of  the  Post  Creek  bridge  will  allow 
restoration  of  the  channel  under  the  bridge  to  a  more 
natural  w/d  ratio. 

Streambank 
Condition 

FAR 

No  quantitative  assessment  of  streambanks  in  the  project  reach,  and  up 
and  downstream  of  the  project  corridor  were  done,  but  field  observations 
were  recorded.  It  is  estimated  that  between  50  and  80%  of  the  reaches 
are  90%  or  more  stable.  Within  the  project  reach  the  streambanks  are 
well  vegetated  with  herbaceous  wetland  plants  and  some  shrubs.  Weedy 
species  are  also  prevalent. 

Degarade/Maintain 

Structure  removal  and  stream  restoration  under  the 
existing  structure  may  cause  a  temporary 
degradation  in  this  indicator.  Existing  streambank 
vegetation  will  be  preserved  to  the  extent  possible. 
Bank  stabilization  of  the  area  under  the  bridge  and 
revegetation  of  disturbed  banks  with  native  shrubs 
will  lead  to  a  long-term  improvement  of  this 
indicator. 

Floodplain 
Connectivity 

FAR 

Floodplain  connectivity  has  been  shghtly  reduced  through  the  project 
reach  from  the  highway  construction  and  berm  and  fill  placement. 

Maintain/Improve 

Removal  of  fill  from  the  existing  Post  Creek 
floodplain  will  restore  floodplain  connectivity. 
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Indicators 

Baseline 

Condition 

FA,  FAR,  FUR ' 

Comments 

Effects  of  the 

Action 

(Construction  / 

Post-construction) 

Comments 

Flow  Hydrology 

Change  in 
Peak/Base  Flows 

FAR 

Peak  flows  in  the  watershed  are  controlled  by  releases  from  the 
McDonald  Dam.  Base  flows  in  the  project  corridor  and  in  Post  Creek 
are  depleted  from  irrigation  withdrawals.  There  are  also  a  number  of 
small  streamflow  additions  from  irrigation  return  flows,  however  much 
of  this  occurs  below  the  project  corridor. 

Maintain/Maintain 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  project  will  not 
result  in  changes  to  peak^ase  flows. 

Drainage  Network 
Increase 

FUR 

There  have  been  both  increases  and  decreases  in  the  drainage  network  in 
the  watershed.  These  are  attributed  to  human-caused  disturbance  from 
creating  a  canal  network.  Canals  have  truncated  and  eliminated  several 
segments  of  the  smaller  tributaries  in  Post  Creek,  decreasing  the 
drainage  network.  Irrigation  canals  and  irrigation  return  flow  are 
directly  interconnected  with  Post  Creek  and  increase  the  overall  drainage 
network.  In  the  project  reach,  three  streams  enter  Post  Creek.  All  of 
these  are  intercepted  by  irrigation  canals  somewhere  along  their  length 
before  entering  Post  Creek.  These  streams  have  also  been  routed  into 
roadside  drainage  ditches,  increasing  the  drainage  network. 

Maintain/Maintain 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  project  will  not 
result  in  increases  in  the  drainage  network. 

Watershed 
Conditions 

Road  Density  & 
Locations 

FUR 

Road  density  is  approximately  1.2  km/square  km  (2  mi/square  mile)  in 
roaded  parts  of  the  Post  Creek  drainage.  US  93  crosses  Post  Creek  in  the 
project  reach. 

Degrade/Degrade 

Road  density  will  increase  because  of  the  proposed 
project.  In  addition,  road  widths  along  Post  Creek 
may  widen. 

Disturbance  History 

FAR 

Most  of  the  valley  floor  of  Post  Creek  has  been  converted  from  a  native 
grassland  and  prairie  to  irrigated  agriculture  and  rangeland.  These  and 
other  uses  have  had  a  significant  disturbance  impact  in  the  watershed. 

Maintain/Maintain 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  project  will 
maintain  the  pattern  of  disturbance  history  in  the 
project  area. 

Riparian 
Conservation  Area 

FAR 

Based  on  1998  aerial  photo  observations  done  by  the  CSKT,  large 
segments  of  the  riparian  community  maintain  desired  riparian  functions. 
Within  the  project  corridor,  riparian  wetland  is  intact  and  maintains 
necessary  functions.  LWD  recruitment  has  been  reduced,  and  areas 
adjacent  to  the  stream  have  been  disturbed  and  revegetated  with  less 
desirable  species. 

Maintain/Maintain 

The  proposed  project  will  not  affect  riparian 
conservation  areas.  Existing  streambank  vegetation 
along  Post  Creek  will  be  preserved  to  the  extent 
possible.  Additionally,  relocated  streams  and 
streambanks  will  be  revegetated  with  native  shrubs. 
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Indicators 

Baseline 

Condition 

FA,  FAR,  FUR ' 

Comments 

Effects  of  the 

Action 

(Construction  / 

Post-construction) 

Comments 

Watershed 
Conditions 
(continued) 

Disturbance  Regime 

FAR 

Environmental  disturbance  within  the  watershed  is  generally  predictable 
and  the  habitat  recovery  potential  is  high.  Due  to  current  land  use 
impacts,  natural  processes  are  in  disequilibrium  and  may  not  be  stable. 
Although  altered,  the  stream  in  the  project  corridor  is  still  able  to  absorb 
environmental  disturbances  due  to  a  large  floodplain. 

Maintain/Maintain 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  project  will  not  alter 
the  current  disturbance  regime  in  the  project  area. 

Integration  of 
Species  &  Habitat 
Condition 

FAR 

The  subpopulation  size  is  small,  and  habitat  is  degraded  and  fragmented. 
With  no  active  restoration,  the  population  will  most  likely  not  become 
stable  within  one  generation  (5  years),  but  the  conditions  have  the 
potential  to  improve  in  the  future  if  connectivity  is  restored. 

Maintain/Maintain 

The  proposed  project  will  not  affect  this  indicator 

mm  =  millimeters 

km  =  kilometer 

mi  =  mile 

""    FA  refers  to  indicators  functioning  appropriately,  FAR  refers  to  indicators  functioning  at  risk,  and  FUR  refers  to  indicators  functioning  at  unacceptable  risk. 
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While  assessing  the  environmental  baseline  and  potential  effects  to  bull  trout  as  a  species, 
agency  biologists  concurrently  provide  a  companion  analysis  of  effects  to  the  PCEs  for 
designated  critical  habitat  and  related  habitat  indicators  (Appendix  B).  Based  on  the  matrix 
crosswalk,  at  least  one  habitat  indicator  in  each  of  the  eight  PCEs  is  rated  as  "functioning  at  risk" 
or  "functioning  at  unacceptable  risk."  Therefore,  in  summary,  based  on  the  site  specific 
environmental  baseline  of  bull  trout  habitat  conditions  provided  in  the  biological  assessment  for 
this  project,  linkage  to  the  PCEs  considering  those  habitat  indicators  described  in  Appendix  B, 
and  other  factors  as  necessary,  all  PCEs  in  Post  Creek  within  the  project  corridor  are  functioning 
in  less  than  optimal  condition. 

V.  Effects  of  the  action 

"Effects  of  the  action"  refers  to  the  direct  and  indirect  effects  of  an  action  on  the  species  or 
critical  habitat,  together  with  the  effects  of  other  activities  that  are  interrelated  or  interdependent 
with  that  action  that  would  be  added  to  the  environmental  baseline.  Direct  effects  are  considered 
immediate  effects  of  the  project  on  the  species  or  its  habitat.  Indirect  effects  are  those  caused  by 
the  proposed  action  and  are  later  in  time,  but  are  still  reasonably  certain  to  occur.  Interrelated 
actions  are  those  that  are  part  of  a  larger  action  and  depend  upon  the  larger  action  for  their 
justification.  Interdependent  actions  are  those  that  have  no  independent  utility  apart  from  the 
action  under  consultation. 

Effects  of  the  action  on  critical  habitat 

Please  refer  to  the  Service's  August  29,  2005  biological  opinion  issued  relative  to  the  effects  to 
bull  trout  from  implementation  of  the  US  93  Ninepipe  /  Ronan  highway  reconstruction  project 
for  a  discussion  of  general  and  project  specific  effects  to  bull  trout  from  transportation  projects 
(Appendix  A;  pages  53-56). 

In  the  BA  for  this  project,  the  population  and  habitat  indicators  from  the  bull  trout  matrix  in 
Table  1  were  used  as  the  basis  for  determining  effects  to  bull  trout  and  critical  habitat  as  a  result 
of  the  proposed  action.  PCE  analysis  is  based  on  the  linkage  between  the  PCEs  and  the  matrix 
(Appendix  B)  and  any  other  factors  pertinent  to  the  project  analysis. 

Analysis  for  the  proposed  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  highway  improvement  project  found  that 
activities  associated  with  this  project  were  likely  to  result  in  short-term  impacts  to  the  habitat 
indicators  sediment,  substrate  embeddedness,  and  streambank  conditions  but  would  ultimately 
maintain  or  improve  these  indicators  in  the  long-term.  These  impacts  are  anticipated  to  result  in 
a  minor  short-term  degradation  and  a  long-term  restoration  of  the  sediment  and  substrate 
embeddedness  indicator  and  subsequent  PCE  3.  These  impacts  are  also  anticipated  to  result  in  a 
minor  short-term  degradation  and  a  long-term  restoration  of  the  streambank  conditions  at  least 
within  the  immediate  project  area  (subsequent  PCEs  1  and  2).  Effects  on  subsequent  PCE  1 
would  likely  remain  unchanged  while  effects  on  subsequent  PCE  2  would  likely  improve 
because  fill  material  would  be  removed  from  the  floodplain  at  the  bridge  crossing.  The  project 
would  also  result  in  long-term  degradation  of  habitat  indicator  road  density  and  location. 
However,  there  are  no  subsequent  PCEs  for  this  indicator.  The  determination  resulting  from 
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these  analyses  is  that  the  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  action  are  not  discountable, 
insignificant,  or  entirely  beneficial.  As  such,  the  proposed  US  93  Ninepipe/Ronan  improvement 
project  is  likely  to  adversely  affect  proposed  critical  habitat  for  bull  trout  in  Post  Creek. 

Critical  habitat  response  to  the  proposed  action 

Construction  related  increases  in  sedimentation  near  the  project  site  are  anticipated  to  adversely 
affect  and  degrade  habitat  parameters  including  food  supply,  migratory  corridors  and 
overwintering  habitat  in  the  short-term.  Therefore,  PCE  3  is  expected  to  be  adversely  affected  in 
the  short-term.  However,  because  the  proposed  bridge  to  be  constructed  over  Post  Creek  would 
be  much  longer  than  the  existing  bridge,  with  no  piers  located  within  the  stream  channel,  and 
with  fill  material  being  removed  from  the  creek's  floodplain,  long-term  habitat  improvements  are 
expected  with  respect  to  sediment,  substrate  embeddedness  and  streambank  condition.  Thus, 
long-term  improvements  are  expected  to  critical  habitat  PCEs  2  and  3  as  a  result  of 
implementation  of  this  project. 

VI.  Cumulative  effects 

Cumulative  effects  include  the  effects  of  future  State,  Tribal,  local,  or  private  actions  that  are 
reasonably  certain  to  occur  in  the  action  area  considered  in  this  biological  opinion.  Future 
Federal  actions  that  are  unrelated  to  the  proposed  action  are  not  considered  in  this  section 
because  they  will  require  separate  consultation  pursuant  to  section  7  of  the  Act.  On  the  State, 
private,  and  Tribal  lands  within  the  U.S.  Highway  93  corridor,  existing  types  of  activities  will 
likely  continue. 

Current  population  growth  and  development  patterns  in  the  project  area  render  it  likely  that 
future  residential  and  commercial  development  would  occur  within  this  improved  transportation 
corridor  (e.g.,  a  new,  privately  developed  motel  and  restaurant  are  planned  in  Ronan).  It  is 
expected  that  future  development  would  not  directly  impact  bull  trout  critical  habitat,  although 
wetlands  and  riparian  areas  may  be  affected.  Indirect  effects  on  bull  trout  could  result  from 
runoff  generated  by  new  impervious  surface  areas  that  is  not  adequately  detained  and  treated 
prior  to  discharge.  The  completion  of  a  programmatic  assessment  of  the  Flathead  Agency 
Irrigation  District,  which  operates  numerous  reservoirs,  stream  diversions,  and  irrigation  canals 
throughout  the  Flathead  Indian  Reservation,  would  likely  benefit  bull  trout  in  the  long-term  by 
changing  irrigation  maintenance  and  coordination  practices  to  reduce  fisheries  impacts. 
Recognizing  the  high  probability  of  highway-induced  growth  and  development,  the  US  93  Evaro 
to  Poison  project  (of  which  this  Ninepipe  /  Ronan  project  is  a  part)  includes  guidelines  for  the 
development  of  a  corridor  land  use  plan.  Ultimately,  controlling  land  use  and  development  in 
the  corridor  would  limit  potential  threats  to  listed  species  using  this  area  (Herrera  2005a). 

In  addition  to  a  number  of  State  and  Federal  road  projects  soon  to  occur  in  the  area,  several 
Tribal  road  projects  are  also  being  proposed  throughout  the  project  vicinity.  Residential 
development  is  expected  to  continue  with  several  subdivisions  being  planned  in  this  area 
(Herrera  2005a). 
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Many  of  these  projects  may  contribute  to  cumulative  downstream  sedimentation  in  project  area 
streams  during  construction.  The  proposed  action  along  the  US  93  Evaro  to  Poison  corridor 
would  rectify  some  impacts  on  streams  from  other  actions  by  replacing  or  adding  culverts  where 
they  are  currently  undersized  or  lacking,  by  replacing  some  culverts  with  bridges  or  larger 
culverts  to  improve  hydrologic  connectivity  in  the  system,  and  by  restoring  streams  in  the 
highway  right-of-way.  With  implementation  of  the  improved  structures,  the  cumulative  effect  of 
these  projects  on  fisheries  resources,  including  bull  trout  critical  habitat,  may  be  reduced 
(Herrera  2005a). 

The  CSKT  Kerr  Dam  Fish  and  Wildlife  Mitigation  settlement  with  PPL  Montana  is  a  mitigation 
plan  and  monetary  settlement  aimed  at  mitigating  the  impacts  of  Kerr  Dam  during  the  period 
from  1985  to  2035.  The  settlement  includes  acquisition  of  approximately  1,375  hectares  of 
wildlife  habitat,  much  of  it  surrounding  the  Ninepipe  National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  Kicking 
Horse  Reservoir.  These  lands  would  then  be  restored  and  enhanced  for  wildlife  production.  A 
key  component  of  the  mitigation  work  would  be  to  acquire  habitats  that  are  adjacent  to  or 
complement  those  owned  by  MFWP  and  the  USFWS.  The  greatest  benefit  from  this  habitat 
protection  project  for  bull  trout  would  occur  if  lands  in  the  Post  Creek  riparian  corridor  were 
preserved  (Herrera  2005a). 

VII.  Conclusion 

Adverse  modification  analysis  for  designated  bull  trout  critical  habitat 

After  reviewing  the  current  status  of  the  Lower  Flathead  River  core  area  of  bull  trout  and  its 
relationship  to  the  Upper  Columbia  River  bull  trout  population,  the  status  of  bull  trout  critical 
habitat  in  Post  Creek  within  the  Clark  Fork  River  basin  bull  trout  critical  habitat  unit,  the 
environmental  baseline  for  the  action  area,  the  effects  of  the  proposed  action  and  cumulative 
effects,  it  is  the  Service's  biological  opinion  that  the  actions,  as  proposed,  are  not  likely  to 
destroy  or  adversely  modify  designated  bull  trout  critical  habitat.  The  Service  defines 
destruction  or  adverse  modification  as  "a  direct  or  indirect  alteration  that  appreciably  diminishes 
the  value  of  critical  habitat  for  both  the  survival  and  recovery  of  a  listed  species.  Such 
alterations  include,  but  not  limited  to,  alterations  adversely  modifying  any  of  those  physical  or 
biological  features  that  were  the  basis  for  determining  the  habitat  to  be  critical."  However, 
recent  decisions  by  the  5^^  and  9^^  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  have  invalidated  this  definition. 
Pursuant  to  current  national  policy  and  the  statutory  provisions  of  the  Act,  destruction  or  adverse 
modification  is  determined  on  the  basis  of  whether,  with  implementation  of  the  proposed  action, 
the  affected  critical  habitat  would  remain  functional  (or  retain  the  current  ability  for  the  primary 
constituent  elements  to  be  functionally  established)  to  serve  the  intended  conservation  role  for 
the  species. 

Given  the  design  for  the  new  bridge  over  Post  Creek,  which  would  remove  instream  piers  and 
increase  the  hydraulic  capacity  of  the  structure,  along  with  the  construction  techniques  and 
conservation  measures  that  would  be  utilized  during  project  implementation  (i.e.,  best 
management  practices  and  sediment  control  measures),  adverse  effects  to  PCE  3  in  Post  Creek 
would  be  short-term.  Therefore,  PCE  3  is  likely  to  retain  its  ability  to  be  functionally 
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established.  Overall,  even  though  some  short-term  construction-related  impacts  are  anticipated, 
the  proposed  action  would  maintain  or  improve  the  long-term  condition  of  bull  trout  critical 
habitat  in  Post  Creek  within  the  project  area  in  the  Clark  Fork  River  basin  bull  trout  critical 
habitat  unit. 

Although  PCE  3  is  currently  not  in  optimal  condition  in  Post  Creek,  it  is  functioning  and  would 
remain  functional  in  the  long-term  after  implementation  of  this  proposed  project.  This  stretch  of 
Post  Creek  is  not  considered  spawning  or  rearing  habitat  for  bull  trout.  This  project  would  not 
change  the  functioning  status  of  PCEs  in  Post  Creek,  nor  in  the  Clark  Fork  River  basin  bull  trout 
critical  habitat  unit.  Therefore,  no  destruction  or  adverse  modification  of  bull  trout  critical 
habitat  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the  implementation  of  this  proposed  action. 

INCIDENTAL  TAKE  STATEMENT 

An  incidental  take  statement  for  federally-listed  species  was  provided  for  this  project  along  with 
the  Service's  previous  biological  opinion  issued  on  August  29,  2005  (Appendix  A;  pages  63-68). 
That  statement  determined  that  the  level  of  adverse  effects  to  bull  trout  associated  with 
implementation  of  the  US  93  Ninepipe  /  Ronan  project  was  not  anticipated  to  rise  to  the  level  of 
incidental  take.  In  addition,  because  the  incidental  take  provisions  of  the  Act  (sections  7(b)(4) 
and  7(o)(2))  do  not  apply  to  designated  critical  habitat,  no  take  of  bull  trout  or  designated  bull 
trout  critical  habitat  is  expected,  or  exempted,  for  this  project. 

CONSERVATION  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Section  7(a)(1)  of  the  Act  directs  Federal  agencies  to  utilize  their  authorities  to  further  the 
purposes  of  the  Act  by  carrying  out  conservation  programs  for  the  benefit  of  endangered  and 
threatened  species.  Conservation  recommendations  are  discretionary  agency  activities  to 
minimize  or  avoid  adverse  effects  of  a  proposed  action  on  listed  species  or  critical  habitat,  to 
help  implement  recovery  plans,  or  to  develop  information. 

1.  To  assist  in  meeting  the  Administration's  responsibilities  under  Section  7(a)(1)  of  the 
Act,  and  to  utilize  authorities  granted  within  the  recent  transportation  funding  laws,  the 
Service  strongly  recommends  that  the  Administration  and  the  Department  work 
proactively  with  the  Service,  MFWP,  CSKT,  and  others  to  identify  and  remedy  impacts 
to  salmonid  habitat,  including  bull  trout  critical  habitat,  within  the  lower  Clark  Fork 
River  recovery  subunit  that  are  the  result  of  transportation  systems.  Within  this  area, 
many  rivers  were  channelized  during  road  and  railroad  construction,  resulting  in 
shortening  of  stream  channels,  increased  erosion,  higher  water  velocities,  and  loss  of  fish 
habitat.  In  addition,  there  is  a  risk  of  future  toxic  spills  occurring  and  materials  entering 
these  rivers.  Nearly  184  miles  of  14  streams  are  reported  to  suffer  water  quality 
impairment  within  this  area  because  of  highway,  road,  and  bridge  development. 

2.  The  Service  recommends  the  Administration  and  the  Department  explore  potential 
opportunities  to  utilize  their  expertise  and  authorities  to  promote  innovative  and  non- 
traditional  fisheries  enhancement  projects  within  the  lower  Flathead  River  system  by 
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partnering  in  some  manner  with  other  agencies  or  groups  to  share  knowledge  and 
resources  to  restore  or  enhance  fisheries  habitat  within  the  lower  Flathead  watershed  that 
has  been  degraded  by  activities  other  than  those  related  to  transportation.  The  draft  Bull 
Trout  Recovery  Plan  recommends  many  recovery  tasks  that  need  to  be  accomplished  to 
protect,  restore,  and  maintain  suitable  habitat  conditions  for  bull  trout  in  this  area.  These 
tasks  pertain  to  transportation  and  non-transportation  related  impacts  to  bull  trout  habitat 
(USFWS  2002b). 

3.    The  Service  urges  and  recommends  that  the  Administration  and  the  Department  continue 
and  expand  their  efforts  to  fund  applicable  and  needed  wildlife  and  fisheries  research  in 
Montana  that  is  directed  toward  better  understanding  how  transportation  systems  affect 
these  resources,  particularly  listed  species,  and  how  to  plan,  design,  and  construct 
highway  systems  to  minimize  their  effects  on  fish  and  wildlife. 

In  order  for  the  Service  to  be  kept  informed  of  actions  minimizing  or  avoiding  adverse  effects  or 
benefiting  listed  species  or  their  habitats,  the  Service  requests  notification  of  the  implementation 
of  any  conservation  recommendations. 

REINITIATION  NOTICE 

This  concludes  formal  consultation  on  the  actions  outlined  in  the  request.  As  provided  in  50 
CFR  402.16,  reinitiation  of  formal  consultation  is  required  where  discretionary  Federal  agency 
involvement  or  control  over  the  action  has  been  retained  (or  is  authorized  by  law)  and  if:  (1) 
new  information  reveals  effects  of  the  agency  action  that  may  affect  listed  species  or  critical 
habitat  in  a  manner  or  to  an  extent  not  considered  in  this  opinion;  (2)  the  agency  action  is 
subsequently  modified  in  a  manner  that  causes  an  effect  to  the  listed  species  or  critical  habitat 
not  considered  in  this  opinion;  or  (3)  a  new  species  is  listed  or  critical  habitat  designated  that 
may  be  affected  by  the  action. 


June  27,  2006 


R.  Mark  Wilson 
Field  Supervisor 
Montana  Field  Office 
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Appendix 


PCEs  for  bull  trout  critical  habitat  and  associated  matrix  habitat  indicators. 


Crosswalk  to  support  PCE  analysis  through  the  matrix  of  pathway  indicators  for  bull  trout 


PCEs  for  bull  trout  critical  habitat  and  associated  matrix  habitat  indicators. 


PCE# 

PCE  description 

Associated  matrix  habitat  indicators 

1 

Water  temperatures  that  support  bull  trout  use.  Bull  trout  have  been 
documented  in  streams  with  temperatures  from  32  to  72  °F  (0  to  22  °C), 
but  are  found  more  frequently  in  temperatures  ranging  from  36  to  59  °F 
(2  to  15  °C).  These  temperature  ranges  may  vary  depending  on  bull 
trout  life  history  stage  and  form,  geography,  elevation,  diurnal  and 
seasonal  variation,  shade,  such  as  that  provided  by  riparian  habitat,  and 
local  groundwater  influence.  Stream  reaches  with  temperatures  that 
preclude  any  bull  trout  use  are  specifically  excluded  from  designation. 

-  Temperature 

-  Refugia 

-  Average  wetted  width/maximum 
depth  ratio  in  scour  pools  in  a  reach 

-  Streambank  condition 

-  Change  in  peak/base  flows 

-  Riparian  conservation  areas 

-  Floodplain  connectivity 

2 

Complex  stream  channels  with  features  such  as  woody  debris,  side 
channels,  pools,  and  undercut  banks  to  provide  a  variety  of  depths, 
velocities,  and  instream  structures. 

-  Large  woody  debris 

-  Pool  frequency  and  quality 

-  Large  pools 

-  Off  channel  habitat 

-  Refugia 

-  Average  wetted  width/maximum 
depth  ratio  in  scour  pools  in  a  reach 

-  Streambank  condition 

-  Floodplain  connectivity 

-  Riparian  conservation  areas 

3 

Substrates  of  sufficient  amount,  size,  and  composition  to  ensure  success 
of  egg  and  embryo  overwinter  survival,  fry  emergence,  and  young-of- 
the-year  and  juvenile  survival.  This  should  include  a  minimal  amount 
of  fine  substrate  less  than  0.25  inch  (6.3  millimeters)  in  diameter. 

-  Sediment 

-  Substrate  embeddedness 

-  Large  woody  debris 

-  Pool  frequency  and  quality 

4 

A  natural  hydrograph,  including  peak,  high,  low,  and  base  flows  within 
historic  ranges  or,  if  regulated,  currently  operates  under  a  biological 
opinion  that  addresses  bull  trout,  or  a  hydrograph  that  demonstrates  the 
ability  to  support  bull  trout  populations  by  minimizing  daily  and  day- 
to-day  fluctuations  and  minimizing  departures  from  the  natural  cycle  of 
flow  levels  corresponding  with  seasonal  variation. 

-  Change  in  peak/base  flows 

-  Increase  in  drainage  network 

-  Disturbance  history 

-  Disturbance  regime 

5 

Springs,  seeps,  groundwater  sources,  and  subsurface  water  to  contribute 
to  water  quality  and  quantity  as  a  cold  water  source. 

-  Floodplain  connectivity 

-  Change  in  peak/base  flows 

-  Increase  in  drainage  network 

-  Riparian  conservation  areas 

-  Chemical  contamination/nutrients 

6 

Migratory  corridors  with  minimal  physical,  biological,  or  water  quality 
impediments  between  spawning,  rearing,  overwintering,  and  foraging 
habitats,  including  intermittent  or  seasonal  barriers  induced  by  high 
water  temperatures  or  low  flows. 

-  Life  history  diversity  and  isolation 

-  Persistence  and  genetic  integrity 

-  Temperature 

-  Chemical  contamination/nutrients 

-  Physical  barriers 

-  Average  wetted  width/maximum 
depth  ratio  in  scour  pools  in  a  reach 

-  Change  in  peak/base  flows 

-  Refugia 

7 

An  abundant  food  base  including  terrestrial  organisms  of  riparian 
origin,  aquatic  macroinvertebrates,  and  forage  fish. 

-  Growth  and  survival 

-  Life  history  diversity  and  isolation 

-  Riparian  conservation  areas 

-  Floodplain  connectivity  (importance 
of  aquatic  habitat  condition-indirectly 
covered  by  previous  6  PCEs) 

8 

Permanent  water  of  sufficient  quantity  and  quality  such  that  normal 
reproduction,  growth,  and  survival  are  not  inhibited. 

-  Sediment 

-  Chemical  contamination/nutrients 

-  Change  in  peak/base  flows 

Crosswalk  to  Support  Primary  Constituent  Element  Analysis  Through  the 
Matrix  of  Pathway  Indicators  for  Bull  Trout 

This  matrix  crosswalk  provides  information  supporting  the  rationale  that  the  PCEs  for  bull  trout 
critical  habitat  are  thoroughly  addressed  and  evaluated  when  the  bull  trout  matrix  analysis  is 
utilized.  It  recognizes  that  the  environmental  baseline  and  determination  of  effect  for  bull  trout 
consist  of  both  biological  and  habitat  components  that  are  addressed  in  the  PCEs  listed  in  the 
Final  Rule  designating  critical  habitat  (USFWS  2005).  Below  are  the  eight  PCEs  and  the 
supporting  rationale: 

PCE  1.  Water  temperatures  that  support  bull  trout  use.  Bull  trout  have  been 
documented  in  streams  with  temperatures  from  32  to  72  °F  (0  to  22  °C)  but  are 
found  more  frequently  in  temperatures  ranging  from  36  to  59  °F  (2  to  15  °C).  These 
temperature  ranges  may  vary  depending  on  bull  trout  life  history  stage  and  form, 
geography,  elevation,  diurnal  and  seasonal  variation,  shade,  such  as  that  provided 
by  riparian  habitat,  and  local  groundwater  influence.  Stream  reaches  with 
temperatures  that  preclude  any  bull  trout  use  are  specifically  excluded  from 
designation. 
This  PCE  is  addressed  directly  by  the  analysis  of  temperature.  It  is  addressed  indirectly  through 
consideration  of  refugia,  which  by  definition  is  high  quality  habitat  of  appropriate  temperature. 
Important  components  of  refugia  include  pool  frequency  and  quality  and  large  pools.  Average 
wetted  width/maximum  depth  ratio  in  scour  pools  is  an  indication  of  water  volume,  which 
indirectly  indicates  water  temperature,  (i.e.,  low  ratios  indicate  deeper  water,  which  in  turn 
indicates  possible  refugia).  This  indicator,  in  conjunction  with  change  in  peak/base  flows,  is  an 
indicator  of  potential  temperature  and  refugia  concerns,  particularly  during  low  flow  periods. 
Streambank  condition,  floodplain  connectivity  and  riparian  conservation  areas  address  the 
components  of  shade  and  groundwater  influence,  both  of  which  are  important  factors  of  water 
temperature.  Stable  streambanks  and  intact  riparian  areas,  which  include  part  of  the  floodplain, 
typically  support  adequate  vegetation  to  maintain  thermal  cover  to  streams  during  low  flow 
periods. 

PCE  2.  Complex  stream  channels  with  features  such  as  woody  debris,  side 
channels,  pools,  and  undercut  banks  to  provide  a  variety  of  depths,  velocities,  and 
instream  structure. 

The  analysis  of  large  woody  debris,  such  as  current  values  and  sources  available  for  recruitment, 
directly  addresses  this  PCE.  Large  woody  debris  increases  channel  complexity  and  creates  pools 
and  undercut  banks.  Pool  frequency  and  quality  would  also  directly  address  this  PCE,  showing 
the  number  of  pools  per  mile  as  well  as  the  amount  of  cover  and  temperature  of  water  in  the 
pools.  Average  wetted  width/maximum  depth  ratio  in  scour  pools  in  a  reach  is  an  indicator  of 
channel  shape  and  pool  quality.  Low  ratios  suggest  deeper,  higher  quality  pools.  Large  pools, 
consisting  of  a  wide  range  of  water  depths,  velocities,  substrates  and  cover,  are  typical  of  high 
quality  habitat  and  are  a  key  component  of  channel  complexity  (USFWS  1998b).  An  analysis  of 
off-channel  habitat  would  describe  side-channels  and  other  off-channel  areas.  Streambank 
condition  would  analyze  the  stability  of  the  banks,  including  such  features  as  undercut  banks. 
The  analysis  of  both  riparian  conservation  areas  and  floodplain  connectivity  would  directly 
address  this  PCE.  Floodplain  and  riparian  functions  include  the  maintenance  of  habitat  and 


channel  complexity,  the  recruitment  of  large  woody  debris  and  the  connectivity  to  off-channel 
habitats  or  side  channels  (USFWS  1998b).  Complex  habitats  provide  refugia  for  bull  trout  and 
in  turn,  refugia  analysis  would  assess  complex  stream  channels.  All  of  these  habitat  indicators 
consider  the  numerous  characteristics  of  instream  bull  trout  habitat  and  quantify  critical 
components  that  are  fundamental  to  creating  and  maintaining  complex  instream  habitat  over 
time. 

PCE  3.  Substrates  of  sufficient  amount,  size,  and  composition  to  ensure  success  of 
egg  and  embryo  overwinter  survival,  fry  emergence,  and  young-of-the-year  and 
juvenile  survival.  This  should  include  a  minimal  amount  of  fine  substrate  less  than 
0.25  inch  (6.3  millimeters)  in  diameter. 

This  PCE  is  addressed  directly  by  analysis  of  sediment  in  areas  of  spawning  and  incubation  and 
considers  directly  the  size  class  composition  of  instream  sediments,  particularly  fine  sediments 
<6.3  mm.  This  PCE  is  also  addressed  directly  by  analysis  of  substrate  embeddedness  in  rearing 
areas,  which  is  a  function  of  sediment  size  class  and  bedload  transport.  Both  of  these  indicators 
would  assess  substrate  composition  and  stability  in  relation  to  the  various  life  stages  of  bull  trout 
as  well  as  sediment  transportation  and  deposition.  Large  woody  debris  and  pool  frequency  and 
quality  affect  sediment  transport  and  redistribution  within  a  stream  and  would  indirectly  affect 
substrate  composition  and  amounts. 

PCE  4.  A  natural  hydrograph,  including  peak,  high,  low,  and  base  flows  within 
historic  ranges  or,  if  regulated,  currently  operates  under  a  biological  opinion  that 
addresses  bull  trouty  or  a  hydrograph  that  demonstrates  the  ability  to  support  bull 
trout  populations  by  minimizing  daily  and  day-to-day  fluctuations  and  minimizing 
departures  from  the  natural  cycle  of  flow  levels  corresponding  with  seasonal 
variation. 
This  PCE  is  addressed  by  analysis  of  change  in  peak/base  flows,  which  considers  changes  in 
hydrograph  amplitude  or  timing  with  respect  to  watershed  size,  geology,  and  geography. 
Considering  increase  in  drainage  network  and  disturbance  history  provides  further  information. 
Roads  and  vegetation  management  both  have  effects  strongly  linked  to  a  stream's  hydrograph. 
Disturbance  regime  ties  this  information  together  to  consider  how  a  watershed  reacts  to 
disturbance  and  the  time  required  to  recover  back  to  pre-disturbance  conditions. 

PCE  5.  Springs,  seeps,  groundwater  sources,  and  subsurface  water  to  contribute  to 
water  quality  and  quantity  as  a  cold  water  source. 

This  PCE  is  addressed  by  analysis  of  floodplain  connectivity  and  riparian  conservation  areas, 
Floodplain  connectivity  considers  hydrologic  linkage  of  off-channel  areas  with  the  main  channel 
and  overbank  flow  maintenance  of  wetland  function  and  riparian  vegetation  and  succession. 
Floodplain  and  riparian  areas  provide  hydrologic  connectivity  for  springs,  seeps,  groundwater 
upwelling  and  wetlands  and  contribute  to  the  maintenance  of  the  water  table  (USFWS  1998b). 
The  analysis  of  changes  in  peak/base  flows  would  address  subsurface  water  connectivity. 
Increase  in  drainage  network  would  address  potential  changes  to  groundwater  sources  and 
subsurface  water  connectivity.  Chemical  contamination/nutrients  would  address  concerns 
regarding  groundwater  water  quality. 


PCE  6.  Migratory  corridors  with  minimal  physical,  biological,  or  water  quality 
impediments  between  spawning,  rearing,  overwintering,  and  foraging  habitats, 
including  intermittent  or  seasonal  barriers  induced  by  high  water  temperatures  or 
low  flows. 

The  biological  indicator  life  history  diversity  and  isolation  addresses  the  function  of  migration 
and/or  subsequent  isolation  with  respect  to  the  population.  The  biological  indicator  persistence 
and  genetic  integrity  indirectly  reflects  the  status  of  migratory  corridors.  Physical,  biological  or 
chemical  barriers  to  migration  are  addressed  directly  through  water  quality  habitat  indicators, 
including  temperature,  chemical  contamination/nutrients  and  physical  barriers.  The  analysis  of 
these  indicators  would  assess  if  barriers  have  been  created  due  to  impacts  such  as  high 
temperatures,  high  concentrations  of  contaminants  or  physical  barriers.  Analysis  of  change  in 
peak/base  flows  and  average  wetted  width/maximum  depth  ratio  in  scour  pools  in  a  reach  would 
assess  whether  changes  in  flow  might  create  a  seasonal  barrier  to  migration.  An  analysis  of 
refugia,  which  considers  the  habitat's  ability  to  support  strong,  well  distributed,  and  connected 
populations  for  all  life  stages  and  forms  of  bull  trout,  would  also  be  pertinent  to  this  PCE. 

PCE  7.  An  abundant  food  base  including  terrestrial  organisms  of  riparian  origin, 
aquatic  macroinvertebrates,  and  forage  fish. 

An  analysis  of  floodplain  connectivity  and  riparian  conservation  areas  would  assess  these 
contributions  to  the  food  base.  Floodplain  and  riparian  areas  provide  habitat  to  aquatic 
invertebrates,  which  in  turn  provides  a  forage  base  to  bull  trout  (USFWS  1998a).  This  PCE  is 
indirectly  addressed  through  the  biological  indicator  of  growth  and  survival  and  life  history 
diversity  and  isolation.  Both  of  these  indicators  look  at  habitat  quality  and  subpopulation 
condition,  which  provides  information  on  food  base.  This  PCE  is  a  synthesis  of  the  previous 
PCEs.  It  is  addressed  through  the  analysis  of  biological  and  habitat  indicators  in  that,  if  a  bull 
trout  population  either  exists  or  could  exist  in  a  watershed,  then  there  is  an  adequate  forage  base. 
A  healthy  habitat  provides  a  forage  base  for  the  target  species.  Any  potential  impairment  to  the 
forage  base  has  been  addressed  by  way  of  summarizing  the  biological  and  habitat  indicators. 

PCE  8.  Permanent  water  having  low  levels  of  contaminants  such  that  normal 
reproduction,  growth  and  survival  are  not  inhibited. 

Flow  conditions,  such  as  perennial  or  ephemeral  would  be  analyzed  through  changes  in 
peak/base  flows,  and  addressed  in  consideration  of  current  base  flows.  Changes  in  hydrograph 
amplitude  or  timing  with  respect  to  watershed  size,  geology,  and  geography  would  be 
considered.  The  level  of  contaminants  is  addressed  directly  by  the  analysis  of  chemical 
contamination/nutrients  and  sediment.  Current  listing  under  303(d)  status  should  be  considered, 
as  well  as  the  causes  for  that  listing.  Sediment  is  considered  a  contaminant  especially  in 
spawning  and  rearing  habitat  and  analysis  would  apply  to  this  PCE. 
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